
For the best experience, open this PDF portfolio in
 
Acrobat X or Adobe Reader X, or later.
 

Get Adobe Reader Now! 

http://www.adobe.com/go/reader




From: Cynthia Babich
To: pemodog@sbcglobal.net; Barton, Dana; Stewart Black; DIAZ, ALEJANDRO; rwhitaker@wrd.org; Fernando Philip;


 Florence Gharibian; Lee, Barbara@DTSC; Phuong Ly; Lyles, Maurice (Boxer); Lyons, John; Ron Isles; Manzanilla,
 Enrique; yarissa.martinez@epa.gov; McChesney, Frances@Waterboards; cynthiamedina1 ;
 Markus Niebanck; Sam Unger; Sanchez, Yolanda; Al Sattler; ssayed@dtsc.ca.gov; Scandura, John@DTSC;
 rsenga@dtsc.ca.gov; Gina Solomon; Frances Spivy-Weber; Krissy Russell-Hedstrom; Scott Warren; James Wells;
 Wetmore, Cynthia; dcapjane@aol.com; gcope@calepa.ca.gov; Souza, Kurt@Waterboards; Tam Doduc; Peng,
 Ted@DTSC; LEONIDO-JOHN, STEVEN


Subject: Background pCBSA research Florence would like you to have.
Date: Thursday, January 08, 2015 4:41:55 PM
Attachments: Florence192015The Velsicol Chemical Corporation Plant Site.docx


See you all tomorrow.
Cynthia


-- 
Cynthia Babich
Founder and Director, Del Amo Action Committee
Coordinator, Los Angeles Environmental Justice Network
P.O. Box 549, Rosamond, CA   93560
310 769-4813   661 256-7144
delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com
pemodog@sbcglobal.net
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Research Paper 



Montrose/Del Amo pCBSA  
Prepared for January 9, 2015 Meeting 



Prepared by Florence Gharibian 
 
Introduction 
 
Since our meeting on December 15, 2014, at the Los Angeles Water Board offices 
I have conducted additional research on two Superfund sites;  The Velsicol site in 
St. Louis, Michigan (I provided some information on this site at the 12/15/2014 
meeting) and the Black Mountain Industrial Site in Henderson, Nevada.  My goals 
for this research included gaining more information re: the pCBSA levels, clean up 
goals, etc at the two sites and identifying “lessons learned” from the work 
underway at the two sites.   
 
This research has in some ways lead me back to two fundamental truths.  One, 
new technologies are needed.  Government environmental organizations need to 
nurture the development of these technologies.  They need an infrastructure that 
enables new technologies to come on line and be applied to solving serious 
environmental contamination problems.  Two, the best minds are needed, the 
most advanced knowledge.   Jane Williams discussed the formation of a Science 
Advisory Board.  This is a sound and meaningful recommendation.  We need the 
best science and the best minds on board and actively involved in finding the 
optimum solutions to environmental contamination/groundwater contamination.  
Often government regulators work in a vacuum; don’t talk to each other, etc.  
When I mentioned my research and the St. Louis Michigan site to people working 
on the Montrose site, they were astonished, didn’t know anything about it.  It 
shouldn’t be that way. 
 
I also return to Jane’s comments regarding the need to have a groundwater 
treatment system that cleans up all the contaminants, negating the need to talk 
about how much is ok.  Unfortunately the Del Amo/Montrose groundwater is 
contaminated by a number of contaminants from a number of responsible parties.  
This is a reality that always seems to be missing from discussions of clean-up 
levels.  Sometimes I feel like, why doesn’t anyone else see this?  Recognize this?  
Is this statement out of date, No longer relevant? 











I was compelled to identify policy statements on the measurement of the human 
health impacts of exposure to multiple toxic chemicals.  This is certainly true at 
Del Amo/Montrose.  It is also true at the Nevada and Michigan sites. 



Although data are frequently not adequate to assess the toxic effects of individual 
chemicals, even less data may be available on the toxicity of chemical mixtures.  
For example, with the exception of epidemiological studies, most of the available 
toxicological data are obtained from laboratory studies, predominantly on 
individual chemicals.  Most of these studies involve high doses to assure detection 
of any potential adverse responses.  However, populations near hazardous waste 
sites are rarely exposed to only one chemical.  Except for acute emergency 
situations, they are not exposed to high doses.  Usually, exposures are to mixtures 
of chemicals at low doses from multiple sources and through multiple routes.  The 
composition of such mixtures may vary with time and human exposure levels may 
not be quantifiable.  (The Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry, 
Division of Toxicology, July 14, 1997, Public Health Guidance Values for 
Chemical Mixtures:  Current Practice and Future Directions.) 



Strengthening Toxic Risk Assessments to Protect Human Health, February 12, 
2012 is a report prepared for the NRDC and the Science and Environmental Health 
Network.     



The authors are;  Sarah Janssen, M.D. P. HD M.P.H., Jennifer Sass, P.H.D, Ted 
Schettler, M.D.,M.P.H. Gina Solomon, M.D. M.P.H. 



The discussion includes this opening statement: Without additional modifications, 
risk assessment might become irrelevant in many decision contexts. 



It includes four recommendations: 



1. Identify and incorporate variability in human exposure and vulnerability into 
health assessments, so that all people are better protected.  
 



2. When Information is missing or unreliable, use science based default 
assumptions that protect public health rather than waiting for more data.  
Speed up the chemical assessment and decision making process.   
 



3. In assessing the risk of chemicals, incorporate information about the 
potential impacts of exposure to multiple chemicals.  Consider other factors, 
such as exposure to biological and radiological agents and social conditions. 
 











4. Because the population is exposed to multiple chemicals and there is a wide 
range of susceptibility to chemical exposures, it cannot be presumed that any 
– even low- exposures are risk-free.  It should be assumed that low levels of 
exposures are associated with some level of risk, unless there are sufficient 
data to contradict this assumption. 



The words found everywhere associated with pCBSA.  “The health effects data are 
sparse.”  But pCBSA isn’t “sparse” at any of the sites.  It certainly isn’t “sparse” at 
the Del Amo/Montrose or at the Stringfellow site.  I assume that everyone knows 
that a liquid with a pH of less than two is hazardous waste (this, I understand is the 
pH directly beneath the Stringfellow site).   



Also assumptions have been made regarding the migration of pCBSA at Del 
Amo/Montrose that may not be accurate at all.  The contamination from pCBSA is 
likely to be much greater than we currently know.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 











The Velsicol Chemical Corporation Plant Site, St. Louis, Michigan.   



 



Since 1998 the EPA and the Michigan Department of Environmental Quality 
(MDEQ) have been working on the cleanup of the Pine River in St. Louis. 
Contaminated by the former Michigan Chemical and Velsicol Chemical plants the 
Pine River required over $100 million in funding that included installation of sheet 
piling, dewatering and dredging operations that are to be completed in 2006. This 
form of dry excavation has resulted in a better, more complete cleanup than 
previously envisioned, in part due to the oversight of a strong community presence. 
The 53-acre Superfund Site (former chemical plant site) itself is in the process of 
being evaluated and a remediation plan devised. The site is run by Alma College 
and the Pine River Superfund Citizen Task Force, a Community Advisory Group 
(CAG) that has been instrumental in partnering with the City of St. Louis, EPA and 
MDEQ to facilitate this massive project. It is the hope of the City and broader 
community that the former chemical site will be cleaned to a condition that allows 
unlimited reuse and access to a river offering many recreational opportunities. 
(City of St. Louis Michigan information on the site) 



The following information was obtained through a review of a draft Record of 
Decision ROD issued in June 10, 2012.  The Draft ROD addresses the former 
Velsicol Chemical Corporation plant site and the residential properties adjacent to 
the former chemical plant.  The selected remedy, Alternative 3, is a combination of 
containment, treatment and municipal well field replacement.  The site is “fund 
financed”.  The State of Michigan paid for the feasibility study. 











 



 
 
 
 
 
In 2006 MDEQ established a drinking water based clean up criteria for pCBSA of 
7,300 ppb.  The State of Michigan is demanding replacement of the municipal 
water supply wells.  They have obtained $20.5 million to do this work.   
 
The highest concentration in the city wells to date is 460 ppb.  At one well location 
outside the site boundary pCBSA was detected at greater than 600,000 ppb more 
typical is 350,000 ppb.   
 
EPA decided that the drinking water wells would probably not be contaminated 
with pCBSA above the Michigan Standard of 7,600 ppb.  MDEQ disagreed with 
this analysis and considers the pCBSA in the city wells to be an imminent and 
substantial endangerment and notified EPA of this in September 11, 2009 
correspondence.   
 
The ROD states that the reason the City of St. Louis, Michigan, municipal water 
supply will be replaced is to avoid increased, non-cost-effective long-term 
groundwater extraction and treatment costs. 
 
The ROD requires excavation and offsite disposal of soils contaminated with DDT 
if the levels in the soil exceed 5 ppm total DDT. 











OK, here is the “you think we’ve got trouble” paragraph describing the pollutants 
at the Velsicol site. 



 



The earlier work defined under an earlier ROD failed in every way.  Here are some 
examples: 



Chemicals of Concern have migrated or have the potential to migrate in the 
direction of  five city wells. 



The previously installed cap and slurry wall was not done in accordance with the 
earlier ROD.  The contaminants breached the slurry wall and continued to 
contaminate the Pine River.  While sediment removal was underway in the Pine 
River DNAPL from the site continued to leach into the river.  The paragraph below 
provides a grim description of what went wrong:  Please remember the 100 million 
dollar figure in the first paragraph as you read this paragraph. 



 



Are you curious re: where the radionuclides came from?  Here is an explanation: 



 



By the way, during this same time behind the scenes, the orginal Veliscol company 
was selling the property, liability and all to a subsidary of Fruit of the Loom.  This 











subsidary subsequently filed for bankruptcy.  A furious bankruptcy court battle 
insued  resulting in some funding to continue the clean up. 



Next is a list of some of the projects that will be done under the new ROD.  



 



 



 



 



 



 











The Black Mountain Complex, in some ways you haven’t read anything yet.  I 
couldn’t include everything going on there.  I’m betting you’re not sorry about 
that.   It really is unbelievable.  The most recent item is a May 2014 press release 
announcing a USEPA settlement with a one of the companies on the complex, 
TIMET.  The company produces Titanium parts for jet engines.  The case centers 
on the unlawful production of PCB’s.  Yes, ladies and gentleman, PCB’s.  The 
company is paying a $13.75 civil penalty and another $250,000 for illegal 
hazardous process waste water. 



Black Mountain Industrial Complex, Henderson, Nevada  



 



Another Montrose Chemical site was located in Nevada. The Montrose Chemical facility was 
located at the Black Mountain Industrial Complex (BMI) in Henderson, Nevada.  Henderson is 
the second largest city in Nevada.  The industrial complex was developed during World War II.  
Initially the purpose of the facility was to produce magnesium.  
 
A description in a 1981 report on the Montrose Chemical Corporation plant in Henderson, 
Nevada said; “Montrose Chemical Corporation of California, an affiliate of Stauffer Chemical 
Company is the world's largest producer of DDT. The Henderson Plant produces the raw 
materials for manufacturing DDT, chloral and monochlorobenzene.  Other products are 
hydrochloric acid, orthodichlorobenzene and par dichlorobenzene.”  
 
I have not found any information suggesting that the Montrose, Henderson Plant ever produced 
DDT; rather the plant produced the chemicals used in DDT manufacturing that took place in 
California.  This may explain why the levels of pCBSA at the Henderson plant are lower than 
those found at the Michigan or California sites.  I reviewed groundwater data from a 2009, 
Nevada Division of Environmental Health report.  The pCBSA regulatory level was 37,000 mg/l.  
Two of the monitoring wells had pCBSA, one at 23,000 mg/l and a second at 160 mg/l.  The 
other monitoring wells were at non-detect.  
 
From what I can determine Nevada Division of Environmental Protection relied, in part on a 
report prepared by the RP’s to determine the regulatory limit for pCBSA of 37,000 mg/l.  The 
report; Toxicological Profiles for Three Organic Acids prepared by Integral Consulting 











Incorporated is dated November 16, 2007.  This report summarizes human health and ecological 
toxicity information for three organic acids found in the groundwater at BMI.  The document 
says that no toxicological criteria had been identified by the USEPA for any of the chemicals.  I 
asked a chemistry student I know to review this document.  He said,  
 
“There is some ambiguity in the document worth point out.  They state; MDEQ reviewed the 
structural analog 4-chlorobenzenfulfonate (chlorfenson) in their toxicological assessment of 
pCBSA” Chlorfenson is actually 4 chlorophenyl 4-chlorobenzenesulfonate” They not only 
misspelled it but also butchered it.  Verbatim it nearly literally claims they tested pCBSA against 
pCBSA.  Some chemical properties will be similar between all of them however pCBSA would be 
the most water soluble, as the document mentions.  This of course in no way entails safety” 
 
Brian A. Radvica, P.E. Supervisor, Special Projects Branch, Bureau of Corrective Action Nevada 
Division of Environmental Protection also provided critical comments regarding the report.    He 
commented that the report cites documents that were not reviewed.  He also questions the use of 
the word conservative when the author’s suggest a regulatory level of 37,000 mg/k.  He points 
out that the data is inadequate and because it is limited the representation of a regulatory level as 
conservative is in error. 
 
I found the following information in a 1981 legislative report prepared in support of tighter 
controls of hazardous waste transportation in 1981.  There were at least 11 chemical waste 
disposal facilities in Nevada.  10 of the facilities were located at the BMI complex in Henderson, 
Nevada. 
 
Following is a table from the 1981 document providing information on the facilities: 
 
Timet                             639,300 tons/yr. of waste classified as  
                                                                         D002 & D003 - corrosive and reactive 
 
Kerr McGee                                   10,000 tons/yr. D007 - Chromium  
Chemical Corporation 
 
Montrose Chemical        220 tons/yr. chlorobenzene residue 



      56,000 tons/yr. D002 - corrosive/organics 
 



Stauffer Chemical Company                    98,550 tons/yr DOO1 Ignitable  
 
Jones Chemical          75 tons/yr. D002 - corrosive waste  
 
Stauffer sent approximately 1,849,000 pounds of chemical waste to California in December 
1980.  If this amount were annualized, it would amount to 22 million pounds.  No information on 
where those wastes were taken was provided in the report. 
 
I think it is interesting to find three companies in Henderson that are also players at the Del 
Amo/Montrose site. 
 











Nevada describes the Montrose Corporation of California that formerly operated a chemical 
manufacturing plant on various leased parcels located within what is now the Olin Chlor Alkali 
Products facility in the southwestern portion of the BMI Complex, Henderson, Nevada.  The 
plant ceased operations in 1983 and the manufacturing facilities were demolished. 



The Las Vegas Sun published an article about the BMI complex on May 25, 2014.  The article is 
entitled “Henderson now a lot smarter after era of toxic production.”  The article describes 
pollution caused at the Black Mountain Industrial Complex in Henderson, Nevada. 



The city’s industrial origins have left behind a toxic legacy that will require more than $1 billion 
to clean up. 



The owners of the former Kerr-McGee Chemical Plant will pay $1.1 billion to clean perchlorate 
contamination that reached Lake Mead. The chemical is a component in rocket fuel and has been 
linked to thyroid disorders. 



Cleanup of contamination from the Black Mountain site has taken place since the 1980s, said 
JoAnn Kitrell, spokeswoman for the Nevada Division of Environmental Protection. The biggest 
project has involved installing a series of pumps that push contaminated groundwater through 
treatment plants.  



A 42-ton chlorine leak at Pioneer Chlor Alkali in the Basic Management complex sickened more 
than 300 people and led to mass evacuations. 



“The air in Henderson turned a new color,” he said. “It was sort of a grayish, greenish cloud.” 



Another Headline on BMI 



HENDERSON, Nev. -- May 4, 2013 marks the 25th anniversary of the most 
talked about industrial accident in Southern Nevada history, the 1988 PEPCON 
chemical explosion in Henderson that leveled the rocket fuel booster plant. 
WASHINGTON - Titanium Metals Corporation (TIMET), one of the world’s largest producers of titanium parts 
for jet engines, has agreed to pay a record $13.75 million civil penalty and perform an extensive investigation 
and cleanup of potential contamination stemming primarily from the unauthorized manufacture and disposal of 
PCBs (polychlorinated biphenyls) at its manufacturing facility in Henderson, Nev., the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) and Department of Justice announced today. 
 



A draft fact sheet published by the Nevada Division of Environmental Protection 
describes the Groundwater Treatment System at the Black Mountain Industrial 
Complex: 
 
The purpose of the Groundwater Treatment System is to extract and treat 
contaminated shallow zone groundwater migrating northward from the former 
Stauffer and Montrose facilities located within the Olin property at the Black 
Mountain Industrial Complex.  Contaminated groundwater is extracted from the 











shallow zone by 13 extraction wells and treated using air-stripping followed by 
activated carbon absorption.  The treated groundwater is then returned to the 
shallow zone down gradient of the extraction wells via three below-grade recharge 
trenches, called the east, center and west trenches.   
Starting in 2004, Montrose implemented a soil vaport extraction (SVE) remedial 
program.  The purpose was to remove volatile organic compounds from soils 
identified by investigation programs.  Also in 2004, Montrose/Olin and Stauffer 
Management Company, collectively operated a GW treatment system to prevent 
the off-site migration of contaminated groundwater.  The system consists of a 
series of extraction wells to caputre chemicals moving downgradient from the 
former plant sites.  The GW is treated by a combination of air-stripping and 
activated carbon adsorption to remove chemicals and treated gw is then returned 
to the aquifer system.  The system operates continuously, on-line 90% of the 
time.  
 
The GWTS consists of 16 operating groundwater extraction wells, groundwater 
treatment by air stripping and carbon adsorption, and return of the treated water to 
the alluvial aquifer by discharge to three recharge trenches. 
 



• Total gallons processed during the quarter: 18,417,140 gallons 
• Average processing flow rate, when operational: 137 gallons per minute 
• On-line percentage of time: 99.7% 
• Average influent total Volatile Organic 



Compound (VOC) concentration: 17,985 micrograms per liter (ug/l) 
• Average effluent total VOC concentration: 1.6 ug/l 



 
Additionally, Montrose, Olin (formerly Pioneer), and Stauffer Management 
Company, LLC (SMC) collectively operate a groundwater treatment system 
(GWTS) near Warm Springs Road to prevent the off-site migration of 
contaminated groundwater. The system was first installed in 1983 and consists of a 
series of extraction wells to capture chemicals migrating within groundwater 
moving down gradient from the former plant sites. The groundwater is treated by a 
combination of air-stripping and activated carbon adsorption to remove chemicals 
and the treated groundwater is then returned to the aquifer system.  



Toward the end of our 12/15 meeting we talked about the length of time the 
Montrose GW system is to operated.  We talked briefly about the challenge it 
would be to maintain this system.   











 



Here are some quotes from a representative of another company at BMI: 



By 2007 that the facility had become outdated because it was no longer “properly 
intercepting” contaminated groundwater. The facility also had begun 
contaminating Basic’s property and the environment “by spewing unhealthy water 
back onto the property.”  



“Indeed, they have had decades to repair and maintain their water-treatment 
system yet they refuse to do so even though they are harming the environment and 
contaminating Basic’s property in violation of federal and state clean water 
regulations ...” Basic says.” 



Had the facility operated without access for maintenance, carbon filters through 
which the contaminated water flows would have become clogged, Frey argued. 
That would have created “dangerous back pressure” that would have caused 
water to spill onto the property and led to “massive contamination that would not 
otherwise occur under normal operations.” 



You may remember one of the concerns I expressed re: Jones Chemical.  I was 
astonished to find this information. 



Chlorine Leak in at BMI Henderson Nevada  
 
In our December 15, 2014, meeting I identified as one of my major concerns the 
presence of 7-8 rail tanker cars at the Jones Chemical plant next to Montrose.  
Apparently Jones repackages Chlorine for distribution to water purveyors.  
Following is information on a chlorine release at a plant at BMI Nevada.   
 
This following information is from the US Fire Administration (FEMA) Technical 
Report Series, Report on Massive Leak of Liquefied Chlorine Gas, May 1991. 
 
A massive leak of liquefied chlorine gas created a dangerous cloud of poison gas 
over the city of Henderson, Nevada in the early morning hours of May 6, 1991.  
Over 200 persons were examined at a local hospital for respiratory distress caused 
by inhalation of the chlorine and approximately 30 were admitted for treatment.  
Approximately 700 individuals were taken to shelters.  It is estimated that from 











2,000 to 7,000 were taken elsewhere.



 
 



   



 















From: Cynthia Babich
To: pemodog@sbcglobal.net; Tam Doduc; Everett Ferguson; Fernando Philip; Florence Gharibian; Phuong Ly; Lyles,


 Maurice (Boxer); Ron Isles; cynthiamedina ; Markus Niebanck; Rasmussen,
 Paula@Waterboards; Krissy Russell-Hedstrom; Al Sattler; Scandura, John@DTSC; rsenga@dtsc.ca.gov; Frances
 Spivy-Weber; robinasuwol@earthlink.net; Sam Unger; avargas@skeo.com; Scott Warren; James Wells;
 dcapjane@aol.com; Barton, Dana; Stewart Black; rwhitaker@wrd.org; LEONIDO-JOHN, STEVEN; Lyons, John;
 yarissa.martinez@epa.gov; hamilton.cloud@mail.house.gov


Subject: DATE CHANGE for our pCBSA Follow up meeting
Date: Tuesday, December 23, 2014 4:04:28 PM


Hi and Happy Holidays,
I am sorry to let you know on Holiday break and on such a short notice but on tentatively scheduled meeting on
 January 6th needs to be moved.  As I have stated many times, each one of you is critical to the conversation and I
 need to find a date that will work for us all.
Please let me know your availability for: January 5th, 7th, 8th or 9th.
I will get a draft agenda out as soon as it is ready.  We will focus on anti degradation laws and policies and Poter-
Cologne.
With much appreciation,
Cynthia Babich


-- 
Cynthia Babich
Founder and Director, Del Amo Action Committee
Coordinator, Los Angeles Environmental Justice Network
P.O. Box 549, Rosamond, CA   93560
310 769-4813   661 256-7144
delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com
pemodog@sbcglobal.net
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From: Cynthia Babich
To: pemodog@sbcglobal.net; Barton, Dana; gcope@calepa.ca.gov; Tam Doduc; rwhitaker@wrd.org; Fernando Philip;


 Florence Gharibian; Lee, Barbara@DTSC; LEONIDO-JOHN, STEVEN; Phuong Ly; Manzanilla, Enrique; Lyles,
 Maurice (Boxer); Lyons, John; Ron Isles; yarissa.martinez@epa.gov; cynthiamedina1 ; Markus
 Niebanck; Peng, Ted@DTSC; Sam Unger; Al Sattler; ssayed@dtsc.ca.gov; Scandura, John@DTSC;
 rsenga@dtsc.ca.gov; Gina Solomon; Souza, Kurt@Waterboards; Frances Spivy-Weber; Krissy Russell-Hedstrom;
 Scott Warren; James Wells; dcapjane@aol.com; hamilton.cloud@mail.house.gov; Miranda Maupin


Subject: Draft Agenda pCBSA 1-9-2015 and notes from our 12-15-2014 meeing
Date: Tuesday, January 06, 2015 3:23:29 PM
Attachments: 192015DraftAgendapCBSA.docx


TASC TO1 R9-Del Amo-Montrose DAAC Meeting (Dec 15 2014) Summary Memo.pdf


Please be sure to let me know who is coming.
Thanks so very much,
Cynthia


-- 
Cynthia Babich
Founder and Director, Del Amo Action Committee
Coordinator, Los Angeles Environmental Justice Network
P.O. Box 549, Rosamond, CA   93560
310 769-4813   661 256-7144
delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com
pemodog@sbcglobal.net


Personal/
Private 
Information



mailto:delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com

mailto:pemodog@sbcglobal.net

mailto:Barton.Dana@epa.gov

mailto:gcope@calepa.ca.gov

mailto:Tam.Doduc@waterboards.ca.gov

mailto:rwhitaker@wrd.org

mailto:fernandophilip@hotmail.com

mailto:florencegharibian@yahoo.com

mailto:barbara.lee@dtsc.ca.gov

mailto:Leonido-John.Steven@epa.gov

mailto:ply@wrd.org

mailto:maurice_lyles@boxer.senate.gov

mailto:Lyons.John@epa.gov

mailto:margaretmanning3@hotmail.com

mailto:yarissa.martinez@epa.gov

mailto:mniebanck@gmail.com

mailto:mniebanck@gmail.com

mailto:Ted.Peng@dtsc.ca.gov

mailto:sunger@waterboards.ca.gov

mailto:alsattler@igc.org

mailto:ssayed@dtsc.ca.gov

mailto:rsenga@dtsc.ca.gov

mailto:gsolomon@calepa.ca.gov

mailto:Kurt.Souza@waterboards.ca.gov

mailto:frances.spivy-weber@waterboards.ca.gov

mailto:krissy@skeo.com

mailto:Scott.Warren@dtsc.ca.gov

mailto:jwells@everettassociates.net

mailto:dcapjane@aol.com

mailto:hamilton.cloud@mail.house.gov

mailto:mmaupin@skeo.com

mailto:delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com

mailto:pemodog@sbcglobal.net






 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
Insert Title Here 
 



 
 



Summary Memo: 
Del Amo/Montrose Superfund Site  



Del Amo Action Committee pCBSA Technical Meeting 
 
Site Name:  Del Amo and Montrose Superfund Sites  
Site Location:  Torrance, California  
Meeting Date: December 15, 2014  
Meeting Location: Office of the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board 
Participants:  See Attachment 1 
 
Introduction 
Representatives of the Del Amo Action Committee (DAAC) and representatives of other 
interested community groups met with representatives from  California State Water Resources 
Control Board, the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board and the California 
Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) on December 15, 2015 from 10 a.m. to 4 p.m. 
The purpose of the meeting was to discuss DAAC’s concerns about parachlorobenzenesulfonic 
acid (pCBSA) in groundwater near the Del Amo and Montrose Superfund sites in Torrance, 
California. Jane Williams of California Communities Against Toxics facilitated the meeting. 
Representatives from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA’s) Technical Assistance 
Services for Communities (TASC) program provided technical assistance to DAAC during the 
meeting. The list of meeting participants and meeting agenda can be found in Attachments 1 and 
2, respectively. 
 
The meeting began with background presentations on the following topics: 



• DDT Manufacturing Process 
• pCBSA Toxicology  
• Groundwater Setting/pCBSA Occurrence  



 
Participants discussed various topics as they arose during the presentations. The purpose of the 
discussion after the presentations was for DAAC to ask the state agencies the following 
questions: 



• Can the existing UV technology be beefed up enough so that we get the reductions we 
need for the p-CBSA? 



• Does re-injection of treated groundwater at the Montrose and Del Amo Superfund 
Sites require a permit (in particular, compliance with Waste Discharge Requirements) 
from LARWQCB? 



• Does LARWQCB have the authority to require compliance with the Basin Plan and the 
State Anti-Degradation Policy for Superfund Site cleanups? 



• In particular, can chemicals be re-injected at concentrations greater than background 
levels in groundwater for Superfund Site cleanups? 
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Presentation: DDT Manufacturing Process and pCBSA Toxicology 
 
Florence Gharibian (DAAC) presented on two topics: the DDT manufacturing process and 
pCBSA toxicology.   
 
Highlights of Ms. Gharibian’s presentation included: 



• Ms. Gharibian’s three major public health concerns after touring the Montrose facility: 
o The potential for chlorine gas release from Jones Chemical. There are a number of 



railroad cars with chlorine tanks parked across the street from residences. Ms. 
Gharibian would like to know more about emergency protocols related to the chlorine 
tanks. 



o There are soils in the residential community that have never been investigated for 
DDT. Ms. Gharibian is concerned about community exposure to DDT from 
uninvestigated soils. 



o Ms. Gharibian wants to be confident that no hazardous chemicals have reached 
drinking water wells.  



• The case example of pCBSA at the Velsicol Chemical site in St. Louis, Michigan. 
o This site was also a DDT-contaminated site. 
o Drinking water wells in the vicinity did not show pCBSA contamination in the first 



round of samples, but subsequent sampling did show pCBSA contamination. 
o Information about this site has been reported in Environmental Health News. 



• Concerns about pCBSA contamination not being considered a priority for treatment in the 
new Del Amo/Montrose groundwater treatment facility. 
o There is no public drinking water standard for pCBSA. 
o pCBSA is not routinely included in analytical tests performed by drinking water 



purveyors. 
o Has EPA tested drinking water wells since the 1999 Record of Decision (ROD) for 



the groundwater operable unit? This is important because at Velsicol Chemical the 
pCBSA contamination was not discovered at first. 



 
At the end of Ms. Gharibian’s presentation, Ms. Babich (DAAC) commented on the number of 
residents in the neighborhoods surrounding the Del Amo and Montrose sites. She encouraged the 
state agency representatives to embrace the Precautionary Principle when evaluating EPA’s work 
on cleaning up these sites in order to protect residents. 
 
Ms. Williams discussed that Nevada and Michigan have Public Health Goals for pCBSA  in the 
parts per billion (ppb) range (60 and 70 ppb); California has a no-observed-effect level (NOEL) 
and the standard is much higher at 25 parts per million (ppm). Ms. Williams expressed concern 
that two states have much lower standards than California. 
 
Presentation: Groundwater Setting/pCBSA Occurrence  
 
Scott Warren (DTSC) provided an overview of the lateral and vertical extent of benzene, 
chlorobenzene, and pCBSA concentrations in groundwater in the vicinity of the Del Amo and 
Montrose Superfund sites using a series of maps and aquifer cross-sections. Mr. Warren also 
described EPA’s plan to extract groundwater from within the contaminated groundwater plumes, 
treat the groundwater at the new groundwater treatment facility, and re-inject the treated 
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groundwater off site. Mr. Warren described the treatment process at the new facility and results 
from a batch test that EPA recently conducted. Mr. Warren noted that the HiPOx component of 
the facility will treat pCBSA to below 25 ppm. The capital costs were $15 million and the 
operational costs are expected to be $500,000 per year. 
 
Participants discussed various topics both during and after Mr. Warren’s presentation. 



• Mr. Niebanck (TASC) commented that he believes it is still possible to address benzene 
in the Technical Impractibility Waiver Zone. He does not believe the $500,000 per year 
operating costs are expensive compared with potential legal fees. He thinks it is possible 
for EPA to be more aggressive about cleanup in order to remove contamination in the 
groundwater plumes below the neighborhoods. 



• Dr. Wells (TASC) commented that the treatment technology to be used in the new 
facility is 20 years old and there may be better technology now. He noted that it is 
difficult to change the course of regulators once momentum is in a certain direction and 
statements like “this is as good as we can do” demonstrate this sentiment. He questioned 
whether reducing pCBSA groundwater concentrations from 100 to 25 ppm is even worth 
the cost. 



• Ms. Gharibian asked if agencies are certain about the location of the outer edges of the 
plumes. Mr. Warren responded that they are not certain and that the data is old. 



• Ms. Ly (Water Replenishment District) stated that she is interested in reviewing the 
modeling that informed the well locations to better understand how the well locations 
will drive the plumes in certain directions. 



• Ms. Williams appealed to the state to “put its foot down” to prevent pCBSA 
contaminated water from being re-injected into clean water unaffected by the Superfund 
sites. She stated that there are institutional barriers to change and challenged the state 
agencies to overcome them. Ms. Williams also noted that there is no state science 
advisory board for water like there is for air and the state should develop such a board for 
water. 



• Ms. Babich noted that if EPA negotiates the groundwater treatment requirements with 
Montrose and a new treatment comes to the light in the future, the taxpayers will have to 
pay for the new treatment.  



 
Post-Presentation Discussion: Antidegradation Policy and Re-injection of pCBSA 
 
The intent of this discussion was for DAAC to get answers to the following questions: 



• Can the existing UV technology be beefed up enough so that we get the reductions we 
need for the p-CBSA? 



• Does re-injection of treated groundwater at the Montrose and Del Amo Superfund 
Sites require a permit (in particular, compliance with Waste Discharge Requirements) 
from LARWQCB? 



• Does LARWQCB have the authority to require compliance with the Basin Plan and the 
State Anti-Degradation Policy for Superfund Site cleanups? 



• In particular, can chemicals be re-injected at concentrations greater than background 
levels in groundwater for Superfund Site cleanups? 
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The actual discussion did not answer these questions in order, but did cover the following related 
to the questions: 



• The state needs to obtain more information about groundwater treatment for 
contamination from the nearby Stringfellow Superfund site. 



• EPA is unable to change the technology on the treatment plant if the technology is listed 
in the ROD. 



• EPA did not lock into a toxicity number in the ROD. 
• Efficiency of the HiPOx system can be increased by increasing contact time and/or 



adding additional systems to treat pCBSA. 
• 25 ppm is not a Maximum Contaminant Level (MCL). 
• The state can say no to re-injection of 25 ppm pCBSA and let EPA figure out the 



solution. 
• The state can create Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs). 



EPA can waive them, but this happens only rarely (like in the TI Waiver Zone). 
• The state does not have an ARAR for pCBSA. 
• There is the potential for the hydraulic containment zone indicated on the plume maps to 



be inaccurate (i.e., effects of re-injection will be more extensive that that indicated by the 
line on maps). 



• The state can use the Antidegradation Policy to stop re-injection. 
• The Los Angeles Regional Quality Control Board (LA RQCB) may need to issue a 



permit to EPA to re-inject the water (there was one for the Stringfellow site). 
• The state’s action on pCBSA is time dependent as treatment and re-injection are 



scheduled to begin in January 2015. 
• The LA RQCB needs to consult with experts and find out more about the Del Amo and 



Montrose Superfund sites in order to comment more meaningfully on its authority. 
• DAAC is frustrated with the state and LA RQCB not understanding their authorities. 
• The state will be responsible for treatment cost (through taxpayers) if it agrees to the 



treatment plan at the outset and then a lower MCL is put into place. 
• The 25 ppm NOEL was derived from a risk assessment calculation by EPA; the state re-



did the same calculation and came up with 20 ppm. 
• Is it feasible to ask EPA to wait until the state can get more information before re-



injecting treated groundwater that still contains pCBSA (either before or after upcoming 
5-day treatability test)? 



• DAAC is concerned that contaminated water from the Superfund sites is being re-injected 
into clean water off site. 



• DAAC is concerned that once a 5-day test is completed, another longer test will follow, 
and then momentum will drive the treatment plant into continuous operation. 



• Does EPA have the authority to re-inject outside the Superfund site and TI Waiver Zone? 
• It will take years to develop ARARs, so using the Antidegradation Policy is the best route 



for the state to stop re-injection. 
• Residents who bought homes not knowing about the TI Waiver Zone were financially 



affected. 
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Next Steps  



The discussion concluded with the following next steps:   



• John Scandura (DTSC) will contact his colleagues to find out more information about 
the Stringfellow site. 



• Scott Warren will share a map of site boundaries with Sam Unger.  
• Sam Unger (LA RWQCB) will contact his attorneys to see if LA RWQCB can 



challenge re-injection outside the TI Waiver Zone and/or the Superfund site boundaries. 
• Jane Williams will contact the Attorney General’s Office regarding EPA’s compliance 



with the Antidegradation Policy with re-injection of 25 ppm pCBSA.  
• DAAC will reconvene with the state representatives and EPA on January 6, 2015 in 



Torrance, California.   
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Attachment 1: Meeting Participants 
First Last Organization/Affiliation 
Cynthia  Babich Del Amo Action Committee  
Florence Gharibian Del Amo Action Committee 
Margaret  Manning Del Amo Action Committee 
Jane  Williams California Communities Against Toxics  
Al  Statler Sierra Club  
Frances  Spivy-Weber California State Water Resources Control Board  
Tam  Doduc California State Water Resources Control Board  
Maurice Lyles U.S. Senator Barbara Boxer 
Paula Rasmussen Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board 
Sam  Unger  Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board 
John  Scandura California Department of Toxic Substances Control 
Scott  Warren California Department of Toxic Substances Control 
Robert  Senega California Department of Toxic Substances Control 
Phuong  Ly Water Replenishment District of Southern California 
James Wells  TASC (L. Everett and Associates) 
Markus  Niebanck TASC (Amicus Environmental)  
Krissy Russell-Hedstrom TASC (Skeo Solutions) 
Ana Vargas  TASC (Skeo Solutions) 
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Attachment 2: Agenda 
  



Draft Agenda pCBSA December 15, 2014 
10:00 am – 4:00 pm 



Office of the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board 320 
W. 4th Street, Suite 200 Los Angeles, CA  90013 



 
Introduction 



 
DDT Manufacturing Process 



 
1. DDT manufacturing process and chemicals used (Florence) 30 



minutes 
 
pCBSA Toxicology 



 
2. Monochlorobenzene (MCB) and Parachlorobenzenesulfonic Acid (pCBSA) 



Toxicity and Existing  Reference Doses  (Florence) 
20 minutes 



 
Discussion 



 
Groundwater Setting/pCBSA Occurrence 



 
3. Lateral and vertical extent of MCB and pCBSA in groundwater in Superfund site area 



and the proposed re-injection of pCBSA and engineered solutions  (Scott) 30 minutes 
 



Discussion LUNCH 



12:30 – 1:30 



Water Board Requirements 
 



4. Antidegradation Policy and reinjection of pCBSA: What are the requirements in the 
Basin Plan (Unger) 



  
Questions to Answer: 



a. Can the existing UV technology be beefed up enough so that we get the 
reductions we need for the p-CBSA? 



b. Does re-injection of treated groundwater at the Montrose and Del Amo 
Superfund Sites require a permit (in particular, compliance with Waste 
Discharge Requirements) from LARWQCB? 



c. Does LARWQCB have the authority to require compliance with the Basin Plan 
and the State Anti-Degradation Policy for Superfund Site cleanups? 



d. In particular, can chemicals be re-injected at concentrations greater than 
background levels in groundwater for Superfund Site cleanups? 
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Draft Agenda pCBSA  
January 9, 2015 



10:00 am – 3:00 pm 
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19800 S. Vermont Ave., Torrance, CA   90502 
 
 
Introduction 
 



   
 
Groundwater Setting/pCBSA Occurrence 
 



Lateral and vertical extent of MCB and pCBSA in groundwater in Superfund site 
area and the proposed re-injection of pCBSA and engineered solutions   



 
 
 
Toxicity of pCBSA 
 What do we know? 
 What do we need to know? 
 
 
 
Drinking Wells – What’s in ‘em 
 Are we testing for all our Superfund Contaminates? 
 What methods are being used for testing? 
 
 
LUNCH 12:00 – 1:00 
 
 
Policy Discussion 
 What’s the right choice? 
 
 















From: Ana Vargas
To: pemodog@sbcglobal.net; Barton, Dana; stewart.black@dtsc.ca.gov; DIAZ, ALEJANDRO;


 fernandophilip ; Florence Gharibian; barbara.lee@dtsc.ca.gov; Phuong Ly;
 maurice_lyles@boxer.senate.gov; Lyons, John; margaretmanning  Manzanilla, Enrique;
 yarissa.martinez@epa.gov; frances.mcchesney@waterboards.ca.gov; cynthiamedina ; Markus;
 sunger@waterboards.ca.gov; Sanchez, Yolanda; alsattler@igc.org; ssayed@dtsc.ca.gov;
 gsolomon@calepa.ca.gov; frances.spivy-weber@waterboards.ca.gov; Warren, Scott@DTSC; James Wells;
 Wetmore, Cynthia; dcapjane@aol.com; gcope@calepa.ca.gov; Kurt.Souza@waterboards.ca.gov;
 Ted.Peng@dtsc.ca.gov; LEONIDO-JOHN, STEVEN; Shu-Fang.Orr@waterboards.ca.gov;
 John.Scandura@dtsc.ca.gov; rsenega@dtsc.ca.gov


Cc: Miranda Maupin; Krissy Russell-Hedstrom
Subject: Draft Summary Notes for January 9th Del Amo/Montrose meeting
Date: Wednesday, January 21, 2015 9:58:36 AM
Attachments: TASC TO1 R9-Del Amo-Montrose DAAC Meeting DRAFT.doc


Hello all,


Thank you for your patience as we finalize the notes for the January 9th Del Amo/Montrose
 meeting. We are currently in the process of fact checking to accurately capture the discussions
 and presentations. Please find attached a draft write-up of the summary notes. We will send
 along the final version once we incorporate the changes from the reviewers. 


Thank you,


Ana  


-- 
Ana Vargas, MSW
Bilingual Environmental Policy Intern 
Skeo Solutions  
[e] avargas@skeo.com 
[p] (434) 975-6700 x248
[m] (661) 609-0931
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Summary Memo: 
Del Amo/Montrose Superfund Site  



Del Amo Action Committee pCBSA Technical Meeting 2 
 
Site Name:  Del Amo and Montrose Superfund Sites  
Site Location:  Torrance, California  
Meeting Date: January 9, 2015 
Meeting Location: Holiday Inn, Torrance, California 
Participants:  See Attachment 1 
 
Introduction 
Representatives of the Del Amo Action Committee (DAAC) and representatives of other 
interested community groups and state agencies met with representatives from the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) on January 9, 2015 from 10 a.m. to 3:30 p.m. The 
purpose of the meeting was to discuss DAAC’s concerns about parachlorobenzene sulfonic acid 
(pCBSA) in groundwater near the Del Amo and Montrose Superfund sites in Torrance, 
California. Jane Williams of California Communities Against Toxics (CCAT) facilitated the 
meeting. Representatives from the EPA’s Technical Assistance Services for Communities 
(TASC) program provided technical assistance to DAAC during the meeting. The list of meeting 
participants and meeting agenda can be found in Attachments 1 and 2, respectively. 
 
The meeting began with background presentations on the following topics: 



• Groundwater Setting/pCBSA Occurrence 
• Design of the current groundwater extraction and treatment system 
• Toxicity of pCBSA 
• Municipal Drinking Water Wells in General Vicinity of the Sites 



 
Participants discussed various topics as they arose during the presentations. The purpose of the 
discussion after the presentations was for meeting participants to discuss pCBSA policy 
decisions and next steps for the treatment of pCBSA in groundwater near the Del Amo and 
Montrose Superfund sites.  
 
Presentation: Groundwater Setting/pCBSA Occurrence  
 
Scott Warren from California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) provided an 
overview of the lateral and vertical extent of benzene, chlorobenzene, and pCBSA concentrations 
in groundwater in the vicinity of the Del Amo and Montrose Superfund sites using a series of 
maps and aquifer cross-sections. Mr. Warren described EPA’s plan to extract groundwater from 
within the contaminated groundwater plumes, treat the groundwater at the new groundwater 
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treatment facility, and re-inject the treated groundwater upgradient of the extraction wells.  
 
Following Mr. Warren’s presentation, Cynthia Wetmore (EPA) presented on the objectives for 
the design and operation of the groundwater treatment system for the dual site operable unit. Ms. 
Wetmore described the treatment process at the new facility and results from a batch test that 
EPA recently conducted. Ms. Wetmore explained that the objective for the aquifer reinjection is 
to reduce the potential for inducing movement of Non-Aqueous Phase Liquids (NAPLs) and 
limiting the possibility of vertical contaminant migration. Ms. Wetmore provided a preliminary 
summation of costs of the groundwater treatment system including upfront capital costs between 
$15-20 million and expected operational costs of $2 million per year. Ms. Wetmore described 
that the current system is designed for an extraction rate of approximately 700 gallons per minute 
(gpm) and cleanup objectives at 33 percent reduction of the dissolved plume (outside of the TI 
Waiver Zone) in 15 yrs, 66 percent reduction of dissolved plume in 25 years and 99 percent 
reduction of dissolved plume in 50 years. Ms. Wetmore added that the ROD did not include a 
specific cleanup standard for pCBSA (only a reinjection standard). She also expressed 
confidence in the accuracy of the computer model that has been used to verify the adequacy of 
the remediation design.  



 
Participants discussed various topics both during and after  the presentations. These discussion 
questions and comments included:  



• DAAC is concerned about the limited technology experience with pCBSA. 
• Dr. Wells (TASC) had questions regarding the accuracy of the groundwater model for 



pCBSA given the sparse monitoring for this compound and relatively poor 
characterization of this plume compared to the better studied contaminants. Additionally 
Dr. Wells questioned the computer model’s accuracy given the need to predict 
groundwater conditions decades into the future.    



• Ms. Wetmore (EPA) remarked that a test of about 3-6 months would give EPA the 
confidence that the system is operating properly. Energy maintenance would be the main 
source of maintenance that would be required of the HiPOx system. Additionally, Ms. 
Wetmore discussed the cost and effectiveness of operating the HiPOx system with a 
fluidized bed reactor. Ms. Wetmore commented that it is more effective than HiPOx 
alone. She also noted that in general, fluidized bed reactors can be more expensive to 
build but less expensive to operate.  Additionally, Ms. Wetmore commented that 
although there are no engineering restraints, there is no room in the facility and the 
process of construction would not be quick.  



• Jane Williams asked about the technical feasibility to get a 99% efficiency with a HiPOx 
system.  



• Ms. Wetmore responded that efficiency of the HiPOx system depends on ozone and  
contact time. She also noted that the current system could not achieve 99% reduction but 
that such efficiency is theoretically possible. 
 



Presentation: Toxicity of pCBSA 
 
Gina Soloman from California Environmental Protection Agency presented on findings 
regarding the toxicity of pCBSA. Dr. Soloman described past rat studies performed on pCBSA. 
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Dr. Soloman discussed toxicology data and the effects of pCBSA on the endocrine system and 
as a potential carcinogen in rats and applying this information to human health. Additionally, 
Dr. Soloman described how California’s 25 ppm no-observed-effect level (NOEL) was 
calculated and what changes to that calculation would be applied today.    
 
Highlights from Ms. Solomon’s presentation included: 
• Dr. Soloman discussed that there is limited data supporting that pCBSA is either an 



endocrine disrupter or carcinogen. Dr. Soloman provided animal case studies which both 
found no significant effects of pCBSA in rat health. Dr. Soloman described that the tests 
demonstrate there is well under a 10% chance that pCBSA is a carcinogen. Dr. Soloman’s 
review of studies concluded that more information is needed on this chemical.   



• Dr. Soloman described the calculation of California’s standard of 25 ppm. Dr. Soloman 
explained that the calculation was based on the first rat study and how the exposure 
translated for a human male of 70 kilograms (kg) with 2 liters (L) of water consumption per 
day. Dr. Soloman commented that this review revealed three uncertainty factors: rat to 
human applicability, the difficulty of translating the short-term tests into an understanding 
of health effects from long-term, chronic exposure, and general lack of change across the 
human population.  



• Dr. Soloman described that others have attempted to calculate a standard for pCBSA. Dr. 
Soloman noted that Nevada uses a groundwater screening level of (37 ppm) and Michigan 
calculated a pCBSA level of 35 ppm and with an uncertainty factor and relative source 
contribution which subtracts 20% additional exposure to the chemical through food and 
other sources. This lowered the number to 7.3 ppm. Dr. Soloman noted that California also 
uses a relative source contribution. However, for pCBSA there is no expectation that 
pCBSA is in other sources such as consumer products or foods. 



• Dr. Soloman discussed  that making a recalculation of the standard pCBSA level today 
would require changes that would include a child protective number and a 3,000 fold 
uncertainty factor.  



• Dr. Soloman concluded that although she has not done a formal calculation, she predicts that 
if re-calculated, the recalculated pCBSA level would be lower than the current 25ppm 
standard.  



  
Participants discussed various topics both during and after  Dr. Soloman’s presentation. These 
discussion questions and comments included:  



• Dr. Wells (TASC) asked Dr. Soloman if the same animal tests that were done years ago 
with pCBSA had been perfomed with known toxic chemicals would they demonstrate 
higher effects in comparison to the pCBSA results? 



• Dr. Soloman responded that known toxic chemicals like TCE would have shown more 
dramatic results even from the limited, short-term studies such as were performed on 
pCBSA. Dr. Soloman expressed that she is not satisfied with the limited data but also 
not seeing a huge problem.   



• Florence Gharibian (DAAC) commented that she would like to know more about the 
manufacturing process that created DDT which also generated pCBSA. 



• Phillip Fernando (DAAC) asked Dr. Soloman whether has she come across any research 
directly with autism and any of these chemicals? 
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• Dr. Soloman responded thatthere have been lots of studies on autism and the main leads 
have been on mercury and flame retardents. There are environmental concerns but she 
hasn’t seen anything related to pCBSA and DDT.  



 
Following the discussion and questions, Jane Williams commented to the room that the parties 
involved were being asked to make a lot of decisions in the face of huge uncertainties. 
 
Presentation: Drinking Water Wells  
 
Phuong Ly from the Water Replenishment District of Southern California (WRD) presented on 
drinking wells within the vicinity of the Del Amo and Montrose Superfund sites. Ms. Ly 
identified drinking wells within distances of 1 mile radius, 2 mile radius and 3 mile radius from 
the Del Amo and Montrose Superfund sites. Ms. Ly used a series of maps to display production 
wells, distinguishing between drinking water wells and monitoring wells. Additionally, Ms. Ly 
discussed the addition of pCBSA testing to the current monitoring program for the identified 
wells. Ms. Ly discussed specifics for the monitoring of pCBSA in the identified wells, including 
costs and sample time.   
 
Participants discussed various topics both during and after  Ms. Ly’s presentation. These 
discussion questions and comments included:  



• Florence Gharibian (DAAC) commented that WRD monitoring wells do not routinely 
test/screen for pCBSA.  



• If we wanted to do a baseline test prior to the test of the system;   
o What would be the most effective?  
o Longer term, what is the most useful? 



• Jane Williams (CCAT) discussed the two different methods for pCBSA: Method 300 
does not accurately reflect pCBSA contaminant levels and Method 314 is only about 80% 
accurate and suggested better accuracy in Non-Aqueous Phase Liquids (NPLs).  



• DAAC stongly believes that short-term testing will not yield enough data. Furthermore, 
DAAC feels that this testing will not be enough to make concrete decisions on treatment 
plan. 



• Barbara Lee (DTSC) commented that the challenge is to have enough information about 
pCBSA without leaving the other more toxic chemicals in the ground longer than they 
need to be.  



• Jane Williams expressed that she feels that the current Superfund cleanup process is 
ineffective.  



   
Post-Presentation Discussion: Policy Discussion 
 
During this part of the meeting, participants discussed pCBSA policy decisions and next steps 
for the treatment of pCBSA in groundwater near the Del Amo and Montrose Superfund sites.  



The discussion covered the following: 



• Jane Williams (CCAT) would like to know what can be done to improve the accuracies 
in prediction limits of methods that are being used for testing. Ms. Williams commented 
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that it would be a good idea to look at the data and create reinjection number that would 
take the place of a Public Health Goal (PHG).  



• Meeting participants discussed the possibility of dividing treatment and data collection 
efforts between various agencies and addressing known toxic chemicals (benzene and 
cholorbenzene) making the cleanup process more efficient. Additionally, participants 
commented that  addressing known chemicals now is critical because the contamination 
in the plumes are currently completely uncontrolled. The treatment system would benefit 
the problem and and sequencing the treatment plan would include the data DAAC seeks 
on pCBSA.   



• Dr. Wells (TASC) suggested sequencing the treatment plan, commenting that if everyone 
was committed to revisiting the 25ppm pCBSA number, part of that process might be for 
EPA to run the 5-day test, because this would be needed to understand what the current 
system is capable of if optimized to treat pCBSA. (i.e., it might be infeasible to not run 
the 5-day test until the re-analysis is complete because the test might be an integral part 
of the reanalysis). 



• Markus Niebanck (TASC consultant) reminded that TASC had, on behalf of DAAC, 
recommended the EPA coordinate a review of the plan to reinject pCBSA in a comment 
submittal dated April 2013 in the TASC technical memorandum “Summary and Review of 
the Potential Health Hazards and Controls to Address the Hazards Associated with the 
Torrance Ground Water Remediation System (TGRS) Construction Activities at the 
Montrose Superfund Site.”  As discussed at prior meetings, EPA was again notified that 
the agency had still not responded to these comments.  The request for response was 
reiterated. 



• EPA believes the 5-day test would be enough to retrieve data to inform modeling for 
groundwater treatment plan.  



• Comment regarding the soil vapor intrusion issue. This is only a concern for volatile 
contaminants in the uppermost aquifer; groundwater plumes are more extensive in the 
deeper zones, but they are not posing a risk of vapor intrusion.  



• The Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (LARWQCB) provided an 
attorney to comment on the anti-degradation policy. The attorney discussed that the anti-
degradation policy allows some degradation of water as long as it protects beneficial 
usage. The LARWQCB must take into account cost of treatment and how it is being 
controlled. Additionally, there is a permit exemption for federal Superfund Sites under 
the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act 
(CERCLA). However, LARWCB will conduct an anti-degradation analysis in 
accordance with the procedures followed when they issues permits. 



• Sam Unger from the (LARWQB) followed up regarding the anti-degradation policy 
questions DAAC proposed during the last meeting1 noting that the question is 
challenging because they are dealing with a contaminant without a PHG. Mr. Unger 
further remarked that the degradation of water can be allowed in some cases. However, 



                                                 
1Does re-injection of treated groundwater at the Montrose and Del Amo Superfund Sites require a permit (in 
particular, compliance with Waste Discharge Requirements) from LARWQCB? Does LARWQCB have the 
authority to require compliance with the Basin Plan and the State Anti-Degradation Policy for Superfund Site 
cleanups? In particular, can chemicals be re-injected at concentrations greater than background levels in 
groundwater for Superfund Site cleanups? 
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given the uncertainty with pCBSA and how it was not spelled out too clearly in the ROD, 
two conlusions have been reached regarding the antidegradation policy analysis. The two 
conclusions reached by LARWQCB on the anti-degradation policy are as follows:   



o Regarding the short-term (5-day testing discussed), if such a test were to be 
conducted, it is his opinion that a relatively limited mass of pCBSA would be 
reinjected and for that reason there is no need for an anti-degradation analysis in 
association with this contemplated test.  



o Regarding the long-term (reinjection of pCBSA into the groundwater): An 
antidegradation analysis is needed to evaluate the proposed plan for reinjection in 
terms of California SWRCB resolutions and policies. This analysis looks at the 
nature of aquifer and beneficial uses. LARWQCB proposes to conduct an analysis 
in an open and transparent manner. Under the anti-degradation policy, public 
comment is not required but LARWQCB will work with the community to 
provide opportunity for public participation.  



• The TASC technical advisors remarked that both have seen the HiPOx unit in operation, 
but not at the scale of the proposed groundwater treatment plan.  



• WRD offered to use some of their wells to monitor pCBSA and other contaminants 
relevant to the Del Amo and Montrose Superfund sites. Meeting participants raised 
concerns about the possibility of findng pCBSA in the water wells checked by WRD and 
the impact it would have on the ROD.  



• EPA would have to restructure the treatment plan if pCBSA was found in the drinking 
water systems tested by WRD given that the ROD was constructed under the idea that 
contaminants would not reach the drinking wells.  



• WRD and Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) can apparently 
propose a provisional pCBSA concentration for groundwater (not an official PHG). 



• Cynthia Medina (DAAC) expressed concern that the groundwater treatment plan will 
expose them to chemicals.  



• Dr. Soloman addressed the concern that the community is being exposed to pCBSA, 
commenting that pCBSA concentrations are at 40 ppm and the current system would 
decrease to below 25 ppm. Dr. Soloman added that the reinjection would take place in the 
same aquifer that has pCBSA.   



• DAAC does not want the reinjection number to be at 25 ppm and would prefer to 
establish a PHG. However, Dr. Soloman remarks that a PHG would require a better 
datatset to stand up to peer review and can take up to 6-8 years. DAAC would want to go 
down a path that is logical and faster.   



• DAAC remarked that it seems the state needs to have a response level as a first step for 
the state and EPA to make an informed decision.   



• How come we do not have a more robust understanding of how these treatment systems 
are working? 



• DAAC representative expressed that what may be needed is one more treatment unit in 
another location and that the current treatment plan is not enough. 



• Goal of the containment zone is to keep dissolved phase of all contaminants from 
spreading once the system is running.  



 
Next Steps 
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The discussion concluded with the following next steps:   
• WRD and EPA will run tests to see if there is pCBSA in the drinking water wells 



identified in the presentation by WRD. 
• TASC will send the 2013 technical comments provided by TASC technical advisors to 



Barbara Lee (DTSC) and request that EPA share the 2012 Construction Quality Assurance 
Plan with DTSC. 



• Scott Warren (DTSC) will consult with other site managers on the HiPOx  oxidation 
process and gather more information regarding efficiency using a fluidized bed reactor.  



• Shu-Fang Orr from the California State Water Resources Board and Phuong  Ly (WRD) 
in consultation with Gina Soloman (California EPA) and OEHHA will construct a 
response level for pCBSA in place of a PHG.  



• EPA will work on finding and setting up a call with a technical advisor who has expertise 
on pCBSA for DAAC.  



• LARWQB will review the process for anti-degradation analysis and will be starting that 
process and involving the public  



• TASC will work to set up a conference call check-in meeting in three weeks to report 
progress on next steps identified above.   
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Skeo Solutions Project Manager 
Miranda Maupin 
434-975-6700 Ext. 227 
mmaupin@skeo.com  
 
Skeo Solutions Task Order Manager 
Krissy Russell-Hedstrom 
719-256-6701 
krissy@skeo.com 
 
Skeo Solutions Program Manager 
Michael Hancox 
434-989-9149 
mhancox@skeo.com 
 
Skeo Solutions Director of Finance and Human Resources 
Briana Branham 
434-975-6700 Ext. 233 
bbranham@skeo.com 
 
Skeo Solutions TASC Quality Control Monitor 
Eric Marsh 
434-975-6700 Ext. 276 
emarsh@skeo.com 
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Attachment 1: Meeting Participants 
First Last Organization/Affiliation 
Cynthia  Babich Del Amo Action Committee  
Cynthia  Medina Del Amo Action Committee 
Florence Gharibian Del Amo Action Committee 
Margaret  Manning Del Amo Action Committee 
Phillip  Fernando Del Amo Action Committee 
Jane  Williams California Communities Against Toxics  
Al  Sattler Sierra Club  
Frances McChesney California State Water Resources Control Board 
Frances  Spivy-Weber California State Water Resources Control Board  
Shu-Fang Orr California State Water Resources Control Board 
Maurice Lyles U.S. Senator Barbara Boxer 
Paula Rasmussen Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board 
Sam  Unger  Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board 
Barbara  Lee California Department of Toxic Substances Control 
John  Scandura California Department of Toxic Substances Control 
Robert  Senega California Department of Toxic Substances Control 
Scott  Warren California Department of Toxic Substances Control 
Stewart Black California Department of Toxic Substances Control 
Safouh Sayed California Department of Toxic Substances Control 
Phuong  Ly Water Replenishment District of Southern California 
Gina  Soloman California Environmental Protection Agency  
Alejandro  Diaz U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Cynthia Wetmore U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Dana  Barton U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Enrique  Manzanilla  U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
John Lyons  U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Yarissa  Martinez U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Yolanda Sanchez U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
James Wells  TASC (L. Everett and Associates) 
Markus  Niebanck TASC (Amicus Environmental)  
Ana Vargas  TASC (Skeo Solutions) 
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Attachment 2: Agenda 



Draft Agenda pCBSA  
January 9, 2015 



10:00 am – 3:00 pm 
Holiday Inn 



19800 S. Vermont Ave., Torrance, CA   90502 
 
 
Introduction 
 



   
 
Groundwater Setting/pCBSA Occurrence 
 



Lateral and vertical extent of MCB and pCBSA in groundwater in Superfund site area 
and the proposed re-injection of pCBSA and engineered solutions   



 
 
 
Toxicity of pCBSA 
 What do we know? 
 What do we need to know? 
 
 
 
Drinking Wells – What’s in ‘em 
 Are we testing for all our Superfund Contaminates? 
 What methods are being used for testing? 
 
 
LUNCH 12:00 – 1:00 
 
 
Policy Discussion 
 What’s the right choice? 
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From: Barton, Dana
To: Manzanilla, Enrique; Lyons, John
Subject: FW: pCBSA Spreadsheet Babich
Date: Wednesday, December 03, 2014 2:12:00 PM
Attachments: pCBSAGroundwaterMeeting2014.xlsx


I spoke with Cynthia Babich today regarding pCBSA.  They are not planning now to include EPA in the
 12/15 meeting discussing pCBSA with CA state agencies.  The invitees/participants for the 12/15
 meeting are on the attached spreadsheet.  They would like to have a different meeting on January 6
 to include EPA and CA state agencies.
 
Dana Barton
Section Chief, Superfund Division
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
75 Hawthorne Street (SFD-7-2)
San Francisco, CA 94105
tel:  415.972.3087
 
 
From: Cynthia Babich [mailto:delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, December 03, 2014 1:09 PM
To: Barton, Dana; LEONIDO-JOHN, STEVEN
Subject: pCBSA Spreadsheet Babich
 


--
Cynthia Babich
Founder and Director, Del Amo Action Committee
Coordinator, Los Angeles Environmental Justice Network
P.O. Box 549, Rosamond, CA   93560
310 769-4813   661 256-7144
delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com
pemodog@sbcglobal.net
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First Last Organization Address 1 City State Zip
Cynthia Babich Del Amo Action Committee 4542 Irone Ave. Rosamond CA 93560
Tam Dodoc State Water Resources Control Board P.O. Box 100 Sacramento CA 95812
Everett Ferguson Water Replenishment District of So. Cal 4040 Paramount Blvd. Lakewood CA 90712
Philip Fernando Del Amo Action Committee - Core Group P. O. Box 549 Rosamond CA 93560
Florence Gharibian Del Amo Action Committee 4348 Briggs Ave. Montrose CA 91020
Phong Ly Water Replenishment District of So. Cal 4040 Paramount Blvd. Lakewood CA 90712
Maurice Lyles U. S. Senator Barbara Boxer 312 N.Spring St., Suite 1748 Los Angeles CA 90012
Margaret Manning Del Amo Action Committee - Core Group P. O. Box 549 Rosamond CA 93560
Cynthia Medina Del Amo Action Committee - Core Group P. O. Box 549 Rosamond CA 93560
Markus Niebanck TASC Technical Advisor
Paula Rasmussen Regional Water Quality Control Board 320 W. 4th St., Suite 200 Los Angeles CA 90013
Krissy Russell-Hedstrom Skeo Solutions
Al Sattler Del Amo Action Committee - Core Group P. O. Box 549 Rosamond CA 93560
John Scandura Department of Toxic Substances Control 5796 Corporate Ave Cypress CA 90630
Frances Spivy-Weber State Water Resources Control Board P.O. Box 100 Sacramento CA 95812
Sam Unger Regional Water Quality Control Board 320 W. 4th St., Suite 200 Los Angeles CA 90013
Scott Warren Department of Toxic Substances Control 5796 Corporate Ave Cypress CA 90630
Jane Williams California Communities Against Toxics P. O. Box 845 Rosamond CA 93560
Stewart Black Department of Toxic Substances Control P. O. Box 806, 11th Floor Sacramento CA 95812
Susana Lagudis Regional Water Quality Control Board 320 W. 4th St., Suite 200 Los Angeles CA 90013
Ted Peng Department of Toxic Substances Control 5796 Corporate Ave Cypress CA 90630
Safouh Sayed Department of Toxic Substances Control 5796 Corporate Ave Cypress CA 90630
Robert Senga Department of Toxic Substances Control 5796 Corporate Ave Cypress CA 90630
Gina Solomon California Environmental Protection Agency 1001 I Street, P. O. Box 2815 Sacramento CA 95812
Dr. Jim Wells TASC Technical Advisor Santa Barbara CA
Felicia Marcus State Water Resources Control Board P.O. Box 100 Sacramento CA 95812
Kurt Souza State Water Resources Control Board P.O. Box 100 Sacramento CA 95812











Group Title Phone Cell/ Other
NGO Director 661 256-7144 310 769-4813
State Government P. E., Water Board Member 916  341-5602
Water District General Manager
NGO DAAC Core Group
NGO Board Chair 818 303-5914
Water District P. E., Hydrogeology Department  562275-4246
Senate Field Representative 213 894-5000 202 224-0357
NGO DAAC Core Group
NGO DAAC Core Group
Consultant Technical Advisor
Water Board Assistant Executive Officer
Consultant Tasc Task Order Manager 719 256-6701
NGO DAAC Core Group 310 283-7049
State Agency Branch Chief, Brownfields & Environmental Restoration Program 714 484-5462
State Government Vice Chair
Water Board Executive Officer 213 576-6605 213 305-9656
State Agency Lead, Drinking Water Protection/Agency Collaboration Team 714 484-5462
NGO Executive Director 661 256-2101 661 510-3412
Agency Deputy Director, Brownfields/Environmental Restoration Program 916 322-5176
Water Board Public Participation Specialist
State Agency
State Agency Project Manager, So. Calif.  Field Office 714 484-5462
State Agency Unit Chief 714 484-5462
State Government Deputy Secretary for Science and Health 916 324-8735 916 319-7708
Consultant Technical Advisor 805 880-9300
State Government Chair
State Government Division Drinking Water





tel:%28916%29%20341-5602








email
pemodog@sbcglobal.net
Tam.Doduc@waterboards.ca.gov
eferguson@wrd.org
fernandophilip@hotmail.com
florencegharibian@yahoo.com
ply@wrd.org
maurice_lyles@boxer.senate.gov
margaretmanning3@hotmail.com
cynthiamedina1956@yahoo.com
mniebanck@gmail.com
paula.rasmussen@waterboards.ca.gov
krissy@skeo.com
alsattler@igc.org
John.Scandura@dtsc.ca.gov
frances.spivy-weber@waterboards.ca.gov
sunger@waterboards.ca.gov
Scott.Warren@dtsc.ca.gov 
dcapjane@aol.com
stewart.black@dtsc.ca.gov
Susana.Lagudis@waterboards.ca.gov
Ted.Peng@dtsc.ca.gov
 ssayed@dtsc.ca.gov
rsenga@dtsc.ca.gov 
gsolomon@calepa.ca.gov
jwells@everettassociates.net
Felicia.Marcus@waterboards.ca.gov
Kurt.Souza@waterboards.ca.gov
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From: Wetmore, Cynthia
To: Barton, Dana
Subject: Fw: Batch Test Results
Date: Friday, December 12, 2014 2:54:01 PM


From: Warren, Scott@DTSC <Scott.Warren@dtsc.ca.gov>
Sent: Friday, December 12, 2014 2:15 PM
To: Wetmore, Cynthia
Subject: RE: Batch Test Results
 
Anytime  (714) 484-5462 or my personal cell 
 
From: Wetmore, Cynthia [mailto:Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov] 
Sent: Friday, December 12, 2014 1:57 PM
To: Warren, Scott@DTSC
Subject: Re: Batch Test Results
 
​This is great!  I have a call at 2 - which should be over by 2:30.  Can I call afterwards. i have
 some more thoughts


From: Warren, Scott@DTSC <Scott.Warren@dtsc.ca.gov>
Sent: Friday, December 12, 2014 11:54 AM
To: Wetmore, Cynthia
Subject: RE: Batch Test Results
 
Cynthia,
 
I attached my draft presentation.  I’ll add a little general information about HiPOX and reference the
 3d plume map I robbed from USEPA etc. but this should be close.
 
Thank you for your help.  I think all of this attention and dialogue has been good and I think this is
 getting close to a point where there will be broader support; but I’m just the technical guy.
 
Scott
 
From: Wetmore, Cynthia [mailto:Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov] 
Sent: Friday, December 12, 2014 11:21 AM
To: Warren, Scott@DTSC
Cc: Barton, Dana; MARTINEZ, YARISSA; Mayer, Kevin
Subject: Re: Batch Test Results
 
Hi Scott,
 
Dana said it was fine to release the sampling results.  My points about the data are:
1- influent is probably a little higher than what we will see in start-up and shakedown
2-the non-detect for pCBSA after the GAC is not what we will see in operation


Personal/
Private 


Information
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3- the system can achieve the required cleanup levels (they did without the GAC).
4 - emissions for air stack are non-detect
 


Since the tested effluent is ND, I asked Montrose to re-run the test after injecting the
 clean water into the injection system.  They expect to run that test either Monday or
 Tuesday, and I will forward preliminary results after I receive them.  Typically after that
 we would run a '5 day' test where each day the plant operated longer and longer.  But I
 am waiting to hear from my management about whether or when this testing would
 occur.


 
Thoughts about HiPox
1- expensive (high energy demand to create ozone)
2 - effective - but requires exponentially more ozone/hydrogen peroxide for lower effluent
 standards
 
Thoughts on cost:
Thanks for being general about costs - I think that is a good idea
1 - current HiPox system will cost  just under $700K to operate - so $1/2 million is a good
 round number
2 - a larger system to treat to low levels ( about 100 ug/L) will be about $15 million.
3- a larger HiPox system would cost over $2 million to operate each year.
 
 
Good luck, and let me know if you need anything else.  Cynthia


From: Warren, Scott@DTSC <Scott.Warren@dtsc.ca.gov>
Sent: Friday, December 12, 2014 5:54 AM
To: Wetmore, Cynthia
Subject: RE: BAtch Test Results
 
Cynthia,
 
The meeting is at 1000 hours but we will leave here around 0830.  I don’t need to have a lot of data,
 they understand I’m not an expert.  If we have a follow-up convening in January with Cynthia,
 CalEPA and USEPA, that would be a good place for more substantial data.
 
I’ll soften my language and round off a few numbers.  If USEPA doesn’t mind, I could say HiPOX O&M
 is on the order of $1/2 mil/yr, which could go up to as much as $2 mil/yr if the cleanup level went
 down substantially.  As I said, I’ll be very general.
   
Thank you and have a nice flight back.
 
Scott
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From: Wetmore, Cynthia [mailto:Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov] 
Sent: Thursday, December 11, 2014 4:50 PM
To: Warren, Scott@DTSC
Subject: Re: BAtch Test Results
 
 HI Scott - what time is your meeting on Monday?  I have a slide that I cut from the
 presentation about the HiPox system that might be helpful in your discussion.  I can also give
 some bullet points about the system and cost.
 
I want to get the ok from Dana before releasing the data.  It's probably ok, but you never
 know.  I will give some bullet points about the data.  I don't want to leave the impression that
 we can get down to ND for pCBSA.  Maybe just influent. after hiPox and after air stripper
 because the after GAc results are not real data.
 
I'll be hime tomorrow afternoon, if you want to talk.  Cynthia
 
 


From: Warren, Scott@DTSC <Scott.Warren@dtsc.ca.gov>
Sent: Thursday, December 11, 2014 4:37 PM
To: Wetmore, Cynthia
Subject: RE: BAtch Test Results
 
Cynthia,
 
Thank you.  Would it be ok for me to share the laboratory data and some estimated costs at the
 meeting Monday?  For example I was going to show the treatment system and ay that HiPOX annual
 costs are on the order of $650K/Yr, probably operate at least a year and then when influent is less
 than some magic number like 24 PPM, the HiPOX system would be shut down.
 
I’d like to throw in that treating pCBSA to less than 100 ug/L would be on the order of $70Mil etc.
 just so folks in the room have an idea of what numbers we are talking about.  I’m not an engineer so
 I can only talk very broadly about the treatment system and I’ll show a treatment system illustration
 (Based on the figure Geosyntec provided in June 2011).
 
I really appreciate your help. 
 
Scott.   
 
From: Wetmore, Cynthia [mailto:Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov] 
Sent: Thursday, December 11, 2014 4:15 PM
To: Warren, Scott@DTSC
Cc: Barton, Dana; Mayer, Kevin; MARTINEZ, YARISSA
Subject: BAtch Test Results
 


Hi Scott,   
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Here are the results from the batch test.  As I mentioned in the call, these were from running
 the system for about 25 minutes which may have misleading results.  For example, the ND
 for pCBSA in the effluent is not what we expect in the long ​term.  Before running the
 system for 25 minutes (which was the maximum storage that I have), we had run clean
 water through the system.  This means that the water exiting the GAC is likely the clean
 water that remained in the GAC after the clean water test.  Also, the influent concentrations
 are higher than anticipated, probably because the closer wells with higher concentrations
 reached the treatment plant faster than the further, and less contaminated, dissolved
 plume wells.  
 
However, even with the limited testing period, the results are positive.  And we have
 confidence now to run the system a little longer without concerns of exceedences.  
 
I would like to talk with Dana about if we can release this to the community since is rush
 data w/o validation.  I'll let you know.
 
 
Groundwater Sample Results
 
Influent


·        pCBSA = 51,000 ug/L
·        MCB = 6,600 ug/L
·        CF = 1,400 ug/L​


 
Post HiPOx


·        pCBSA = 30,000 ug/L
·        MCB = 2,400 ug/L
·        CF = 1,200 ug/L


 
Post Air Stripper


·        pCBSA = 23,000 ug/L
·        MCB = 53 ug/L
·        CF = 23 ug/L


 
Post LGAC


·        pCBSA = <5 ug/L
·        MCB = <0.5 ug/L
·        CF = <0.5 ug/L


 
Air Sample Results
 


 
Discharge Stack


·        MCB = <0.0005 ppmv
·        CF = <0.0005 ppmv
·        Benzene = 0.0002 J ppmv







 


 


From: Warren, Scott@DTSC <Scott.Warren@dtsc.ca.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, December 10, 2014 8:53 AM
To: Wetmore, Cynthia
Subject: RE: I think Scott's email is incorrect
 
Cynthia,
 
I’m a geologist with DTSC and I work on the Montrose and Del Amo sites as well as the larger LA
 Basin Groundwater Restoration project.  I was on the USEPA/CalEPA call yesterday morning
 regarding the Dual Site Groundwater cleanup system and the reinjection of pCBSA and I will
 participate in the Convening with Cynthia Babich next Monday 12/15/2014.
 
During the 12/15/2014 convening, I have been tasked with discussing the lateral extent of
 contaminants in groundwater.  I was also asked to briefly discuss the treatment system (I’m not an
 engineer, but will do my best to discuss generalities).
 
I have a few questions that I would really appreciate your help with before the meeting next
 Monday. 
 


1.       USEPA provided a graph  showing the expected concentration of pCBSA on startup and after
 2 yrs, 5, etc.   Can I get a copy of the graph and slides? 


2.       I think it was you that provided some cost numbers for pCBSA HiPOX operation and a
 timeline for when HiPOX will be used and when it will be shut down.  Can I get the capital
 cost and O&M cost estimates related to the estimated period of HiPOX operation.  Added
 cost estimates for longer HiPOX operation etc.  The cost estimates were very good for
 Executive staff to know and can help in our general discussion on Monday.


3.       Water has been extracted and is being held in tanks.  Has any testing been performed on
 the water in the holding tanks?  If so, (and it is has value), can we get and share the data at
 the 12/15/2014 meeting.     


 
Thank you,
 
Scott 
 
(I’m in meetings all day today but will be available tomorrow if you would like to discuss anything)
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From: Florence Gharibian
To: DIAZ, ALEJANDRO
Subject: Fw: Copy of your December 15 presentation?
Date: Sunday, January 11, 2015 9:17:36 AM
Attachments: 12-15-2014 Montrose Del Amo MACP Convening.pdf


On Thursday, January 8, 2015 4:21 PM, "Warren, Scott@DTSC" <Scott.Warren@dtsc.ca.gov> wrote:


Al,


I attached a PDF of the presentation.  Nothing is confidential but please bear in mind
 these are only illustrations, designed to conceptually depict plume distribution.  They
 should not be relied upon for scientific data or for decisions.


Regards,


Scott 


-----Original Message-----
From: Al Sattler [mailto:alsattler@igc.org] 
Sent: Thursday, January 08, 2015 11:53 AM
To: Warren, Scott@DTSC
Subject: Copy of your December 15 presentation?


Scott,


At the December 15 meeting at the RWQCB, you gave a very informative
 presentation showing "lateral and vertical extent of benzene, chlorobenzene, and
 pCBSA concentrations in groundwater in the vicinity of the Del Amo and Montrose
 Superfund sites using a series of maps and aquifer cross-sections" to quote from the
 notes Cynthia Babich circulated.  As I remember, you said you would send it to
 Florence for her to send out, but she was unable to.


Could you please send that to me?
Also, is this public information that I could send to others, or should I keep it as
 confidential for now?


Thank you.


Al Sattler
Sierra Club



mailto:florencegharibian@yahoo.com

mailto:Diaz.Alejandro@epa.gov

mailto:alsattler@igc.org

mailto:Scott@DTSC
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Montrose and Del Amo Site Area with B/C Sand TI Waiver (Containment Zone) 
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From: Lyons, John
To: Barton, Dana; Wetmore, Cynthia; DIAZ, ALEJANDRO; Yogi, David
Subject: Fwd: DATE CHANGE for our pCBSA Follow up meeting
Date: Monday, December 29, 2014 10:39:32 AM


Can someone work w tasc to see if we can get the holiday inn for the 9th?  
Thx!


Sent from my iPhone


Begin forwarded message:


From: Cynthia Babich <delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com>
Date: December 29, 2014 at 8:53:45 AM PST
To: Cynthia Babich <pemodog@sbcglobal.net>, Tam Doduc
 <Tam.Doduc@waterboards.ca.gov>,  Everett Ferguson <eferguson@wrd.org>,
 Fernando Philip <fernandophilip >,  Florence Gharibian
 <florencegharibian@yahoo.com>, Phuong Ly <ply@wrd.org>,  "Lyles, Maurice
 (Boxer)" <maurice_lyles@boxer.senate.gov>, Ron Isles
 <margaretmanning >,  Cynthia Medina
 <cynthiamedina >, Markus Niebanck
 <mniebanck@gmail.com>,  "Rasmussen, Paula@Waterboards"
 <paula.rasmussen@waterboards.ca.gov>,  Krissy Russell-Hedstrom
 <krissy@skeo.com>, Al Sattler <alsattler@igc.org>,  "Scandura, John@DTSC"
 <John.Scandura@dtsc.ca.gov>, rsenga@dtsc.ca.gov,  Frances Spivy-Weber
 <frances.spivy-weber@waterboards.ca.gov>, Robina
 <robinasuwol@earthlink.net>,  Sam Unger <sunger@waterboards.ca.gov>,
 avargas@skeo.com,  Scott Warren <Scott.Warren@dtsc.ca.gov>, James Wells
 <jwells@everettassociates.net>,  Jane Williams <dcapjane@aol.com>, "Barton,
 Dana" <Barton.Dana@epa.gov>,  Stewart Black <stewart.black@dtsc.ca.gov>,
 Robb Witaker <rwhitaker@wrd.org>,  Steven Leonido-John <leonido-
john.steven@epa.gov>, "Lyons, John" <Lyons.John@epa.gov>, 
 yarissa.martinez@epa.gov, hamilton.cloud@mail.house.gov,  Manuel Marquez
 <Mmarqueziv@gmail.com>
Subject: Re: DATE CHANGE for our pCBSA Follow up meeting


So far it looks like the 9th is best for most.  If you have not let me know your availability/ please do
 so at your earliest convenience.  We are going to have the meeting at the Holiday Inn, EPA is
 securing this venue for our meeting,  and we will also arrange a community/site tour on the day we
 meet.  I will provide more details as we firm up the meeting.  Plan on 9:30 to 3:00 please.
Happy New Year
Cynthia Babich


On Tue, Dec 23, 2014 at 4:04 PM, Cynthia Babich
 <delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com> wrote:


Hi and Happy Holidays,
I am sorry to let you know on Holiday break and on such a short notice but on tentatively
 scheduled meeting on January 6th needs to be moved.  As I have stated many times, each one of
 you is critical to the conversation and I need to find a date that will work for us all.
Please let me know your availability for: January 5th, 7th, 8th or 9th.
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I will get a draft agenda out as soon as it is ready.  We will focus on anti degradation laws and
 policies and Poter-Cologne.
With much appreciation,
Cynthia Babich


-- 
Cynthia Babich
Founder and Director, Del Amo Action Committee
Coordinator, Los Angeles Environmental Justice Network
P.O. Box 549, Rosamond, CA   93560
310 769-4813   661 256-7144
delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com
pemodog@sbcglobal.net


-- 
Cynthia Babich
Founder and Director, Del Amo Action Committee
Coordinator, Los Angeles Environmental Justice Network
P.O. Box 549, Rosamond, CA   93560
310 769-4813   661 256-7144
delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com
pemodog@sbcglobal.net
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From: Barton, Dana
To: danadbarton@gmail.com
Subject: Fwd: Florence"s notes from the meeting and her presentatiion
Date: Thursday, December 18, 2014 9:52:12 AM
Attachments: pCBSANotesDAAC121514.doc


ATT00001.htm
pCBSAFlorence.pptx
ATT00002.htm


Sent from my iPhone


Begin forwarded message:


From: Cynthia Babich <delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com>
Date: December 17, 2014 at 5:25:39 PM PST
To: Steven Leonido-John <leonido-john.steven@epa.gov>, "Lyons, John"
 <Lyons.John@epa.gov>,  "Barton, Dana" <Barton.Dana@epa.gov>,
 "MARTINEZ, YARISSA" <martinez.yarissa@epa.gov>
Subject: Florence's notes from the meeting and her presentatiion


Thank you for caring and trying.
Cynthia


-- 
Cynthia Babich
Founder and Director, Del Amo Action Committee
Coordinator, Los Angeles Environmental Justice Network
P.O. Box 549, Rosamond, CA   93560
310 769-4813   661 256-7144
delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com
pemodog@sbcglobal.net
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Montrose
Chemical



December 15, 2014 
Florence Gharibian, 



Chair, Del Amo 
Action Committee











My Goals



• To share basic information and increase our shared 
understanding of the Montrose site.



• To convince all of you that the work to be done for 
Montrose is critical/the work to date is incomplete.  



• To share information demonstrating that it is likely that 
DDT related contaminants are still in soils in or near  
communities.  There are other serious threats to 
community safety. 



• To give all participants additional information re: the 
manufacturing process for DDT and the pCBSA issue.











Rachel Carson
• Rachel Carson described psychological angle.  



Professionals are uncomfortable about speaking out 
against something.  This is especially true if they don’t 
have absolute truth that something is wrong, but only a 
good suspicion.  They go along with a program about 
which they have acute misgivings. (Biography of Rachel 
Carson)



• The president of the Montrose Chemical Company “not 
as a scientist but rather as a fanatic defender of the cult 
of the balance of nature.  She was probably a 
communist.” (Biography of Rachel Carson)











DDT Application in 1953
Sac City, Iowa Memory











1946
• A 1946 article in an Industrial and Engineering 



journal, written by two chemists with the 
Chemical Warfare Service, Technical 
Command described a new way to produce 
DDT.  The article is entitled, “Condensing 
Action of Chloro Sulfonic Acid On Chloro 
Hydrate and Chloro Benzene”.  











What They Had To Say



• DDT is a remarkable molecule, since it kills a 
wide variety of insect pests, such as 
houseflies, body lice, mosquitoes, Colorado 
beetles, and gypsy moths. This activity is 
heightened by the fact that it has little or no 
toxicity to mammals or other animals, and is a 
very stable molecule that can be 
manufactured by a simple and cheap process.











Precautionary Principle



• By 2001, over 100 nations had signed an international 
treaty intended to phase out completely Persistent 
Organic Pollutants ("POP's"), including DDT. This is 
referred to as the “Stockholm Convention on Persistent 
Organic Pollutants.” As of 2011, 176 nations were 
parties to this convention which went into force in 
2004. As of 2012, the US is not a party to this 
convention. 



• An interesting accomplishment of this treaty was 
acceptance of the " precautionary principle " which 
reverses the traditional regulatory burden of proof. 











Some Basic Information Regarding DDT



• DDT is made by condensing chloral hydrate with 
chlorobenzene in concentrated sulfuric acid 
(Production of Technical Grade DDT information from 
the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry).



• DDT is very persistent due to its insolubility in water. 
DDT has been found as far away as the Arctic and 
Antarctica. (US Department of Health and Human 
Services). 



• In a study of ground water, DDT had the highest level of 
residues of all other insecticides studied, including 
HCH, Aldrin, Endosulfan, and Heptachlor.   











The US EPA identifies the following human 
health effects from exposure to DDT:



• Probable human carcinogen 



• Damages the liver 



• Temporarily damages the nervous system



• Reduces reproductive success



• Can cause liver cancer











Current Status 2014 /DDT



• There are several areas of unpaved soil near 
communities where DDT was never removed.



• The soils that were  removed from areas in the 
communities are stored at the Montrose Site.



• While both Jones Chemical and Montrose have 
an asphalt surface both properties have areas 
without asphalt.  Soil tests on both properties 
have shown DDT.



• There are vacant lots adjacent to the community 
directly across from Montrose.











Source of Montrose DDT 
Manufacturing Information



• Report dated February 6, 1976
• Prepared by the Midwest Research Institute
• Entitled



“Wastewater Treatment Technology for DDT 
Manufacture” 



Prepared for the USEPA, Office of Water Planning 
and Standards



A National Technical Information System document











Montrose Information



• In 1976 Montrose was the only company in the 
United States manufacturing DDT  (six companies 
no longer producing the chemical were named).



• Montrose production in 1975, 60 million pounds 
(the maximum capacity of the plant was 85 
million pounds).



• The sale price for DDT in 1976 was fifty cents a 
pound.



• The plant operated 24 hours a day in three shifts, 
360 days a year.











Production Process



• Mono chlorobenzene and chloral are 
condensed with sulfuric acid.



• Sulfuric Acid is recovered and reused.
• DDT is obtained by crystallization 
• Impure DDT is washed with a caustic solution 



and then crystallized.
• “The biggest problem with DDT manufacturing 



is the recovery of un-reacted ingredients.”











List of Wastes Generated at Montrose 
as reported in the 1976 report



• Spent acids, hydrochloric and sulfuric
• Sodium mono chloral benzene
• Sufonate
• Choral
• NaOH caustic wastes waters
• Mono chlorobenzene
• Sulfonic Acid derivatives
• The wastes often contain DDT, have a low pH and 



are salty. The “recyle” water contains 10-15 ppm 
DDT.











Production and Waste Schematic











Waste Handling
• “30,000 gallons of wastewater a day is generated and 



hauled to a “Class 1” facility”
• Large volumes of liquid waste went to the Stringfellow 



site in Riverside County.
• Waste was also released to the sewer system.  The 



report estimated 5,000 gallons a day.
• Quote “The production byproducts were stored in a 



pond that was unlined for 15 years and lined with 
cement for 5 years.  It was lined to overcome the 
necessity of installing test wells.  Montrose said it was 
satisfactory and no changes were needed.” 



• The pond was 75 ft by 50 feet and 50 feet deep.











Monochlorobenzene



• Chlorobenzene production in the United 
States has declined by more than 60% from its 
peak in 1960. 



• It was used in the past to make other 
chemicals, such as phenol and DDT. 



• Now chlorobenzene is used as a solvent for 
some pesticide formulations, to degrease 
automobile parts, and as a chemical 
intermediate to make several other chemicals.











Monochlorobenzene
ATSDR



• Chlorobenzene is used as a solvent for some 
pesticide formulations, as a degreaser, and to 
make other chemicals. 



• High levels of chlorobenzene can damage the 
liver and kidneys and affect the brain. 



• It has been found at 97 of the 1,177 National 
Priorities List sites identified by the 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).



• Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry











Monochlorobenze



• It is not known whether chlorobenzene causes 
cancer in people. 



• The EPA has determined that chlorobenzene 
is not classifiable as to human carcinogenicity 
based on inadequate evidence in both 
humans and animals.











Monochlorobenzene



Animal studies indicate that the liver, kidney, 
and central nervous system are affected by 
exposure to chlorobenzene. 



Longer exposure has caused liver and kidney 
damage. The limited data available indicate 
that chlorobenzene does not cause birth 
defects or infertility.











Monochlorobenzene
• The EPA has set a Maximum Contaminant Level (MCL) 



of 0.1 parts per million (0.1 ppm) for chlorobenzene in 
drinking water. Concentrations in drinking water for 
short-term exposures (up to 10 days) should not 
exceed 2 ppm. The EPA recommends that levels of 
chlorinated benzenes (a group of chemicals that 
includes chlorobenzene) in lakes and streams should be 
limited to 0.488 ppm to prevent possible health effects 
from drinking water or eating fish contaminated with 
this group of chemicals. Any release to the 
environment greater than 100 pounds of 
chlorobenzene must be reported to the EPA.











• The Occupational Safety and Health 
Administration (OSHA) has set a workplace air 
concentration limit of 75 ppm over an 8-hour 
workday, 40-hour workweek. applications as a 
solvent. 



• Since the 1940s, large quantities of 
monochlorobenzene were used in the 
production of DDT.











Some Interesting Quotes from the 
NTIS Report



• “No unusual safety or hazard problems are 
associated with the production of DDT.”



• “Water from the waste pit is used for cooling 
water without filtration.” 



• “The practice has caused no problem to date.”











Jones Chemical Today
2014



• The Jones facility currently manufactures two products: 
sodium hypochlorite (Sunny Sol “150”) and sodium 
bisulfite



• Repackages chlorine (six-eight rail tank cars of chlorine 
are received by Jones Chemical in one week), sulfur 
dioxide, and sodium hydroxide for distribution. 











Jones Chemical/No Mitigation Has 
Occurred to date



• Information from a January 10, 2010 Remedial 
Action Work Plan prepared for the USEPA 



• In 1943, Stauffer Chemical Company (Stauffer) 
purchased 18 acres of land along Normandie 
which included the Montrose and Jones sites.



• Stauffer used the Jones Property to produce 
Sulfuric acid.



• In 1968 Jones Chemical purchased the 
property.











Results of the Soil Gas Survey
High Levels of;



• Trichloroethene (TCE), PCE, 1,1,1)
• Trichloroethane (1,1,1-TCA)
• 1,1-dichloroethene (1,1-DCE), 
• 1,2-dichloroethene (1,2-DCE), 
• 1,1-dichloroethane
• (1,1-DCA), cis-1,2-dichloroethene (cis-1,2-DCE), 
• methylene chloride
• carbon tetrachloride.











30 boring locations at shallow depths were 
sampled for pesticides analysis. 



• Showed the presence of high levels of two 
pesticides, DDT and/or benzene hex chloride 
(BHC) DDT, DDE, and DDD were detected at 
concentrations up to 36,620 mg/kg.



• Lead was found in some soil samples at the 
Jones Plant Property at concentrations as high 
as approximately 4,000 mg/kg. This is at least 
5 times EPA's industrial risk-based screening 
levels for lead.











Introductory Paragraph
Silent Spring



• “There was once a town in the heart of America 
where all life seemed to live in harmony with its 
surroundings. The town lay in the midst of a 
checkerboard of prosperous farms, with fields of 
grain and hillsides of orchards where, in spring, 
white clouds of blooms drifted above the green 
fields. In autumn, oak and maple and birch set up 
a blaze of color that flamed and flickered across a 
backdrop of pines. Then foxes barked in the hills 
and deer silently crossed the fields, half hidden in 
the mists of the fall mornings.”  











Velsicol Chemical, St. Louis, Michigan
(Population 7,482)



Manufactured DDT at their 54 acre plant. 
Operated from 1936 until 1978.
The plant was responsible for a product mix 



up in the 1970s which resulted in 
contamination of cattle feed with PBB, a 
flame retardant. 



The DDT contamination is:
On the plant property
In yards of the homes in the residential 
community. 



In the drinking water wells (the wells were 
taken out of service because of pCBSA 
contamination).



And in The Pine River that flows through the 
community.











Information on DDT in St. Louis 
Michigan



• Scientific American, August 6, 2014
• This article originally ran at Environmental 



Health News, a news source published by 
Environmental Health Sciences, a nonprofit 
media company.



• Bulletin from the Michigan Department of 
Environmental Quality



• USEPA Information





http://www.environmentalhealthnews.org/ehs








July 2014 Scientific American



• A very sad commentary, an article published in 
the Scientific American, July 28, 2014, reflecting 
the finding of some of the highest levels of DDT in 
dead song birds- found in St. Louis Michigan. The 
birds’ brains contained concentrations of DDE, a 
breakdown product of DDT, ranging from 155 to 
1,043 parts per million, with an average of 
552. Thirty [parts per million] in the brain is the 
threshold for acute death, said. “All the birds 
exceeded that by at least two- or three-fold, and 
many by much more than that.” Twelve of the 29 
birds had brain lesions or liver abnormalities.











Does This Sound Familiar?
• “We heard from several 



people in the 
neighborhood that back 
in the day [decades ago] 
on several occasions 
alarms would go off and 
the neighborhood would 
be covered in white 
powder,” Marcus said. “It 
would take the paint off 
of people’s cars. Imagine 
what it was doing to 
people.”



• “There also is evidence 
that DDT is linked to low 
birth weights. In addition, 
a study last month (2014) 
found female mice 
exposed as a fetus were 
more likely to have 
diabetes and obesity later 
in life.”





http://www.plosone.org/article/info:doi/10.1371/journal.pone.0103337








Environmental Health News
July 28, 2014



• “I’ve never seen anything like it. When 
people told me about it I didn’t believe it. 
And then we ran these tests. These are 
some of the highest-ever recorded levels 
of DDT in wild birds,” said Matt Zwiernik, 
a Michigan State University assistant 
professor of environmental toxicology 
who led the testing.











Quote



• “People would tell us they found dead birds all 
the time, but birds disappear quickly. Cats, 
raccoons, other animals get to them,” 
Rockafellow said. “They weren’t just lying 
around everywhere.” 



• Nevertheless, EPA officials said St. Louis 
residents are not in danger. Alcamo said the 
levels in the soil are not high enough to pose 
an immediate risk to people.”











Work Underway in St. Louis this year



• EPA contractors now are cleaning up 59 yards 
located near the plant in a 9 block area (One 
homeowner refused the cleanup). 



• EPA is adding another 37 yards outside of the 
nine-block area.



• pCBSA has been found in the city’s water 
system, so new water mains will tap into a 
nearby town’s water supply.











What EPA is Doing in St. Louis 
Michigan



• In addition, the EPA is providing 90 percent of 
the funding to overhaul St. Louis’ drinking 
water supply because low levels of a DDT 
byproduct, pCBSA, have been found in the 
city’s water system.











para-Chlorobenzenesulfonic Acid 
(pCBSA)



Michigan Department of 
Environmental Quality



January 2006



TOXICOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT 











pCBSA
Michigan DEQ



• Toxicity data for p-CBSA is very limited. 
• A published toxicity endpoint does not exist.
• In 1985, EPA requested the development of 



toxicity studies for this chemical. 
• The need was related to the RI/FS for the 



Stringfellow Superfund site in California. 











Conclusions
• Based on the limited toxicity data available for p-



CBSA, it does not appear to be highly toxic. In 
addition, it is highly water soluble suggesting that it 
is not likely to be rapidly or extensively absorbed by 
the gastrointestinal tract;  is also likely to be readily 
excreted in urine due to its high water solubility. 



• Although the animal bioassay was conducted for only 
28 days, no clear treatment-related effects were 
observed. 











Conclusions



• The teratogenicity screen was negative as 
were the three mutagenicity studies. 



• Based on the negative mutagenicity studies, 
• p-CBSA is not expected to be carcinogenic. 











The USEPA Record of Decision
QUOTE



EPA is concerned that the groundwater 
contamination may continue to move both 
laterally outward and vertically downward, 
and may eventually reach locations where it 
would be drawn into wells which are used for 
drinking or other potable purposes. As 
contamination spreads, less of the 
groundwater resource can be used in the 
future.











• John Joseph Carpenter Junior of Carson 
commented that the groundwater treatment 
unit proposed was “doomed to failure” 
because the unit would not address pCBSA.  











Health Effects Language from the 1999 
ROD



• The groundwater would pose an extreme risk if it were ever used (exceeding 10-2 cancer 
risk and hazard indices in excess of 10,000);



• The groundwater is classified by the State of California as having a potential beneficial use 
which includes use as drinking water;



• The laws and policies of the State of California are generally focused on protecting
potential future beneficial uses of groundwater, even where it is not currently used;



• The NCP requires that EPA consider the potential future uses of groundwater;



• The groundwater is contaminated over a very large area both laterally (covering several
square miles) and vertically (covering six hydrostratigraphic units to depths exceeding 200
feet);



• The groundwater contamination may continue to move either as a result of a direct or
indirect movement of NAPL or as a result of continued dissolved phase contamination;











EPA’s 1999 Record of Decision (ROD) 



• No one was drinking the water that contained 
pCBSA so it wasn’t a health risk.   



• EPA indicated that a survey of drinking water 
wells was conducted; no drinking water wells 
were identified in the area where pCBSA was 
found.



• The drinking water well survey would be updated 
periodically and all production wells in the area 
where pCBSA was found would be tested.











Statement by the USEPA 1999



• “pCBSA is a unique by-product of the DDT 
manufacturing process.  It is present in high 
concentrations, 110,000 ppb down gradient of 
the Montrose Site.”



• “There are no promulgated health based 
standards for pCBSA.”



• Limited short term tests, “can not be used to 
quantify the risks.”



• Based on one sub-chronic non-cancer study CA 
has established a NOEL standard of 25,000 ppb. 











Statements about Production Well 
Testing



1. Continued monitoring of the down gradient extent of the 
pCBSA distribution in all hydro stratigraphic units in which it 
occurs so that EPA can evaluate its proximity to production 
wells;



2. No water containing pCBSA at concentrations exceeding 
25,000 micrograms per liter (μg/L) shall be injected into the 
ground in the course of this remedial action. Micrograms per 
liter is the equivalent of parts per billion (ppb) for water. 



3. Production wells within 1 mile of the terminus (down 
gradient extent) of the pCBSA distribution and within one-
half mile cross-gradient as determined by the midline of the 
pCBSA distribution shall be tested for pCBSA and the results 
shall be made available to the public.











Priority
• It is important to note that pCBSA is not included as a chemical in 



the Public Drinking Water Standards.



• It is not routinely included in analytical tests performed by drinking 
water purveyors.   



• We need to know if EPA has done any additional testing of drinking 
water wells since the Record of Decision for the Groundwater 
Operable Unit was finalized (1999).  



• This is important because in St. Louis, Michigan the drinking water 
wells did not show pCBSA in the first round of samples.  In 
subsequent sampling it was found at levels the City of St. Louis 
drinking water wells.  











In the spring of 2008, Alma College, Alma, Michigan,  hosted the Eugene Kenaga 
International DDT Conference on Environment and Health to discuss the known 
impact of DDT on human health and the environment. The conference brought 



together numerous national and international experts to lead discussions of current 
knowledge of the chemical. 
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December 16, 2014 



To:  Invitees, December 15, 2014 Meeting at the LAWQCB 



Subject:  Additional Comments 



 



Dear Invitees; 



Thank you for attending the December 15, 2014 meeting and providing 
thoughtful input on the difficult topics we discussed.   



The Del Amo Action Committee does stand in defiance when the right thing 
is not being done. We hope to empower the government officials we work 
with; help them to do the right thing. We hope to build consensus in the 
work we do.   



I think we all need to understand that Montrose is gone; the President of 
Montrose is gone.  Is Montrose now an insurance company and their 
attorneys?  Isn’t a conflict of interests one of the elements here?  The people 
doing the work with a number of consulting companies receiving their pay 
check from Montrose?  Could the work be sabotaged by this influence? I 
know we heard during our meeting that the LA Water Board is hamstrung 
because they don’t have a funding source for their work.  Maybe the 
groundwater treatment system is the result of the lowest bid approach driven 
by the reluctance of the current manifestation of Montrose to pay for what is 
really needed? 



I am now thinking of Jane’s most profound statement; we need a 
groundwater treatment system that will remove all of the contaminants.  I 
also recall the comments from Dr. James Wells and Marcus Niebanck; they 
highlighted the fact that the treatment processes at the recently constructed 
groundwater treatment plant are dated processes from 1999.   
 
They mentioned the fluidized bed treatment processes that have improved 
dramatically since 1999.  The Feasibility Study for the treatment plant stated 
that concentrations of pCBSA in the extracted groundwater effluent stream 
could be dramatically reduced by the use of a treatment train which included 
Fluidized Bed Reactor (FBR) plus liquid-phase carbon adsorption polishing.  
Unfortunately EPA did not choose this treatment process.   
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The feasibility study for the treatment plant also stated that treatment of pCBSA would not occur 
coincidentally with the treatment of the other groundwater contaminants. 
I offer the following quote from the many USEPA documents I reviewed to prepare for this 
meeting: 
“EPA intends to construct the system that will clean and contain the groundwater in late 2001.  
The construction will likely include groundwater extraction and injection wells, pipes, and one 
or more treatment facilities, EPA will consult and inform the public, including the Community 
Advisory Panel, of the details of the design as it proceeds.” 
 
Of course we all know this didn’t happen.  EPA didn’t install the system until this year and the 
Community Advisory Panel convened during the 1999 time period did not continue.  



 There have been long time periods over the intervening years when there was no communication 
with the community about this work.  Maybe we wouldn’t be where we are today if this 
communication had taken place. 



Please look at some of the slides from Scott Warren’s presentation again.  Do you remember a 
slide that showed the pCBSA plume?  The plume does not have an outer edge in the slides.  Is 
that because the plume goes beyond the locations of monitoring wells?  Do we know where the 
plume ends?  



The groundwater contamination plumes for the various contaminants are understood based on 
the location and configuration of the monitoring wells.  This has limits. The plume maps are 
drawn by connecting the data from each well.  Areas where no monitoring wells were installed 
are areas where we don’t know what is in the water.  I’m sure I’m pointing out something you all 
understand.  I understand that Boeing may have wells on their property but EPA’s ground water 
monitoring data west of Montrose Chemical is limited.  We are assuming that the wells that will 
be used to put the “treated” water back in the basin are in uncontaminated areas.  I’m not sure 
that assumption is correct.   



AECON published a report on November 10, 2010 providing information on a supplemental 
groundwater investigation.  This report is on the USEPA website.  The purpose of the 
investigation was to characterize the occurrence and extent of monochlorobenzene (MCB) and 
para-chlorobenzene sulfonic acid (pCBSA) in groundwater west of the Montrose property and 
south of a former sewer line.  Three temporary wells were installed.  The test results showed 
MCB below regulatory thresholds.  They showed; well 1, 93 mg/l pCBSA, well 2, 30 mg/l and 
well 3, 76 mg/l pCBSA.  Apparently no one was concerned about the pCBSA findings and the 
wells were taken out of service.   
 
Groundwater conditions west of Western Avenue were previously investigated from 2006 to 
2008 as reported in a Technical Memorandum entitled Results of the West of Western Avenue 
Groundwater Assessment, Montrose Site, Torrance, California (Hargis + Associates [H+A], 
2009).  MCB was detected in the Middle Bellflower C Sand (MBFC) Aquifer at a concentration 
of 390 micrograms per liter.  The full extent of groundwater contamination from the 
Montrose/Jones Chemical site is not fully understood. 
 
Do you remember the discussion of a drinking water well east of the plumes?  Scott identified 
that well in one of the slides.  The woman from the Water Replenishment District said that well 











is for emergency drinking water use.  It isn’t tested as often as the wells that are used routinely.  
Maybe testing of that well for pCBSA would be useful. 
 
Also, I have searched the data for information on the DDT levels in the groundwater and have 
not been able to find that information.  I’m reasonably certain that the treatment unit is not 
designed to treat DDT.  I want the answer to this question.   
 
Cynthia and I are doing our work now in memory of a little girl Star Rose, born prematurely. She 
passed away after 45 days.  We also remember Craig Lang, his picture as a little boy on a bike, 
standing next to his friend, a gas station on Normandie in the background.  He lived in a house 
on 204th street near Normandie all of his life and played in the vacant lots near his home.   He 
was active in the Del Amo Action Committee and worked with the Committee for as long as he 
could.  Many community residents have lived in the community for many years, have had 
children and grandchildren born during that time.   
 
Margaret Manning mentioned the impact of the Del Amo/Montrose sites on property values, the 
promised park.   
 
I look forward to working with all of you to find the right answers, do the right things to make 
this community a place where people can live safely and happily without uncertainties regarding 
the impact the Del Amo/Montrose sites may have on their lives. 
 
Thank you for your time and consideration, 



 
Florence Gharibian 
Board of Directors Chair, Del Amo Action Committee 
 
Cynthia Babich 
Director, Del Amo Action Committee 
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From: margaret manning
To: Cynthia Babich; pemodog@sbcglobal.net; Barton, Dana; Stewart Black; DIAZ, ALEJANDRO; rwhitaker@wrd.org;


 Fernando Philip; Florence Gharibian; Lee, Barbara@DTSC; Phuong Ly; Lyles, Maurice Boxer; Lyons, John;
 Manzanilla, Enrique; yarissa.martinez@epa.gov; McChesney, Frances@Waterboards;
 cynthiamedina Markus Niebanck; Sam Unger; Sanchez, Yolanda; Al Sattler;
 ssayed@dtsc.ca.gov; Scandura, John@DTSC; rsenga@dtsc.ca.gov; Gina Solomon; Frances Spivy-Weber; Krissy
 Russell-Hedstrom; Scott Warren; James Wells; Wetmore, Cynthia; dcapjane@aol.com; gcope@calepa.ca.gov;
 Souza, Kurt@Waterboards; Tam Doduc; Peng, Ted@DTSC; LEONIDO-JOHN, STEVEN


Subject: RE: Background pCBSA research Florence would like you to have.
Date: Thursday, January 08, 2015 5:06:44 PM


Florence: This is amazing research in such a short period of time.
Thank you.


Yours sincerely, 
Margaret Manning



Date: Thu, 8 Jan 2015 16:41:45 -0800
Subject: Background pCBSA research Florence would like you to have.
From: delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com
To: pemodog@sbcglobal.net; Barton.Dana@epa.gov; stewart.black@dtsc.ca.gov;
 Diaz.Alejandro@epamail.epa.gov; rwhitaker@wrd.org; fernandophilip ;
 florencegharibian@yahoo.com; barbara.lee@dtsc.ca.gov; ply@wrd.org;
 maurice_lyles@boxer.senate.gov; Lyons.John@epa.gov; margaretmanning
 Manzanilla.Enrique@epa.gov; yarissa.martinez@epa.gov;
 frances.mcchesney@waterboards.ca.gov; cynthiamedina1
 mniebanck@gmail.com; sunger@waterboards.ca.gov; Sanchez.Yolanda@epamail.epa.gov;
 alsattler@igc.org; ssayed@dtsc.ca.gov; John.Scandura@dtsc.ca.gov; rsenga@dtsc.ca.gov;
 gsolomon@calepa.ca.gov; frances.spivy-weber@waterboards.ca.gov; krissy@skeo.com;
 Scott.Warren@dtsc.ca.gov; jwells@everettassociates.net; Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov;
 dcapjane@aol.com; gcope@calepa.ca.gov; Kurt.Souza@waterboards.ca.gov;
 Tam.Doduc@waterboards.ca.gov; Ted.Peng@dtsc.ca.gov; leonido-john.steven@epa.gov


See you all tomorrow.
Cynthia


-- 
Cynthia Babich
Founder and Director, Del Amo Action Committee
Coordinator, Los Angeles Environmental Justice Network
P.O. Box 549, Rosamond, CA   93560
310 769-4813   661 256-7144
delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com
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From: Barton, Dana
To: Cynthia Babich
Subject: RE: DATE CHANGE for our pCBSA Follow up meeting
Date: Tuesday, December 23, 2014 4:10:00 PM


Hi Cynthia,
 


The 8th or 9th would work for me.
 
Happy Holidays!
Dana
 
Dana Barton
Section Chief, Superfund Division
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
75 Hawthorne Street (SFD-7-2)
San Francisco, CA 94105
tel:  415.972.3087
 
 
From: Cynthia Babich [mailto:delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, December 23, 2014 4:04 PM
To: pemodog@sbcglobal.net; Tam Doduc; Everett Ferguson; Fernando Philip; Florence Gharibian;
 Phuong Ly; Lyles, Maurice (Boxer); Ron Isles; cynthiamedina  Markus Niebanck;
 Rasmussen, Paula@Waterboards; Krissy Russell-Hedstrom; Al Sattler; Scandura, John@DTSC;
 rsenga@dtsc.ca.gov; Frances Spivy-Weber; robinasuwol@earthlink.net; Sam Unger;
 avargas@skeo.com; Scott Warren; James Wells; dcapjane@aol.com; Barton, Dana; Stewart Black;
 rwhitaker@wrd.org; LEONIDO-JOHN, STEVEN; Lyons, John; yarissa.martinez@epa.gov;
 hamilton.cloud@mail.house.gov
Subject: DATE CHANGE for our pCBSA Follow up meeting
 
Hi and Happy Holidays,
I am sorry to let you know on Holiday break and on such a short notice but on tentatively
 scheduled meeting on January 6th needs to be moved.  As I have stated many times, each one
 of you is critical to the conversation and I need to find a date that will work for us all.
Please let me know your availability for: January 5th, 7th, 8th or 9th.
I will get a draft agenda out as soon as it is ready.  We will focus on anti degradation laws and
 policies and Poter-Cologne.
With much appreciation,
Cynthia Babich


--
Cynthia Babich
Founder and Director, Del Amo Action Committee
Coordinator, Los Angeles Environmental Justice Network
P.O. Box 549, Rosamond, CA   93560
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From: Lyons, John
To: Barton, Dana
Subject: RE: Draft Agenda pCBSA 1-9-2015 and notes from our 12-15-2014 meeing
Date: Wednesday, January 07, 2015 12:11:36 PM


yes
 
From: Barton, Dana 
Sent: Wednesday, January 07, 2015 9:06 AM
To: Lyons, John
Subject: RE: Draft Agenda pCBSA 1-9-2015 and notes from our 12-15-2014 meeing
 
From CI, Alejandro and the new CIC, Yolanda Sanchez will be coming.  David Yogi has already
 coordinated with Cynthia B on this.  Also, Yarissa will come.  I asked her to communicate directly
 with Cynthia B.  Since Barbara Lee will attend, I assume Enrique is back on?
 
Dana Barton
Section Chief, Superfund Division
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
75 Hawthorne Street (SFD-7-2)
San Francisco, CA 94105
tel:  415.972.3087
 
 


From: Lyons, John 
Sent: Tuesday, January 06, 2015 6:11 PM
To: Cynthia Babich
Cc: Barton, Dana
Subject: RE: Draft Agenda pCBSA 1-9-2015 and notes from our 12-15-2014 meeing
 
Hi Cynthia
 
Cynthia Wetmore, Dana Barton and I will be coming from US EPA.  We may have one or two
 more folks coming with us – I’ll let you know, hopefully tomorrow.
 
See you Friday,
John
 
 
John Lyons
Acting Assistant Director
Site Cleanup Branch
Superfund Division, Region 9
(415) 972-3889
 
 
 
From: Cynthia Babich [mailto:delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com] 
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Sent: Tuesday, January 06, 2015 3:23 PM
To: pemodog@sbcglobal.net; Barton, Dana; gcope@calepa.ca.gov; Tam Doduc; rwhitaker@wrd.org;
 Fernando Philip; Florence Gharibian; Lee, Barbara@DTSC; LEONIDO-JOHN, STEVEN; Phuong Ly;
 Manzanilla, Enrique; Lyles, Maurice (Boxer); Lyons, John; Ron Isles; yarissa.martinez@epa.gov;
 cynthiamedina ; Markus Niebanck; Peng, Ted@DTSC; Sam Unger; Al Sattler;
 ssayed@dtsc.ca.gov; Scandura, John@DTSC; rsenga@dtsc.ca.gov; Gina Solomon; Souza,
 Kurt@Waterboards; Frances Spivy-Weber; Krissy Russell-Hedstrom; Scott Warren; James Wells;
 dcapjane@aol.com; hamilton.cloud@mail.house.gov; Miranda Maupin
Subject: Draft Agenda pCBSA 1-9-2015 and notes from our 12-15-2014 meeing
 
Please be sure to let me know who is coming.
Thanks so very much,
Cynthia


--
Cynthia Babich
Founder and Director, Del Amo Action Committee
Coordinator, Los Angeles Environmental Justice Network
P.O. Box 549, Rosamond, CA   93560
310 769-4813   661 256-7144
delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com
pemodog@sbcglobal.net
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From: Mayer, Kevin
To: Barton, Dana; Wetmore, Cynthia; Jolish, Taly; Moore, Letitia; Stralka, Daniel
Cc: Jolish, Taly
Subject: RE: Draft Agenda pCBSA 1-9-2015 and notes from our 12-15-2014 meeing
Date: Wednesday, January 07, 2015 9:12:13 AM


Responding to information requested in the draft agenda:
 
Lateral and vertical extent of CB and CBSA are well documented and mapped in:
 
2012 GROUNDWATER MONITORING REPORT
MONTROSE SUPERFUND SITE
20201 South Normandie Avenue
Los Angeles, California
October 2012
 
This 2012 report also describes the sampling and analytical methods.  We will be receiving the
 DRAFT report for the 2014 baseline event later this month.  Preliminary 2014 results for CBSA at the
 injection well locations show no CBSA in the western well field (Gage) and 310-2,500 CBSA in the
 eastern wellfield (also Gage).  I will soon be receiving a table of results for the other chemical
 results, perhaps this week if Montrose has them ready.
 
The ROD requires regular surveys (i.e., every 5 years) of water supply wells within one half mile of
 the Chlorobenzene Plume and the extent of CBSA, with sampling for all CoCs plus CBSA.  This
 requirement is incorporated into the MACP already (and is expected to be explicitly required in an
 enforcement instrument.)
 
The horizontal and vertical extent of the plumes are not at all in proximity to public water supply
 wells.  Water quality of PWS is sampled and reported annually by the two nearby water agencies
 (Torrance Municipal Water Department upgradient and cross gradient
 (http://www.torranceca.gov/PDF/WaterQualityReport.pdf); California Water Service, Dominguez
 District (https://www.calwater.com/waterquality/water-quality-reports/rd/). 
 
{As an aside, I had invited the water department to attend and present at the July meeting, and
 DAAC vetoed it.  Cal Water told me that their downgradient wells are clean and they are not
 concerned about Montrose any time soon.  They also had tested tap water extensively in the
 neighborhood for Montrose contaminants, even though this neighborhood receives imported water
 exclusively.}
 
 
Kevin Mayer
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region 9, SFD-7-2
75 Hawthorne Street
San Francisco, CA 94105-3901
(415) 972-3176
mayer.kevin@epa.gov
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From: Barton, Dana 
Sent: Tuesday, January 06, 2015 5:14 PM
To: Wetmore, Cynthia; Mayer, Kevin; Jolish, Taly; Moore, Letitia; Stralka, Daniel
Subject: FW: Draft Agenda pCBSA 1-9-2015 and notes from our 12-15-2014 meeing
 
We need to prepare talking points under each agenda item.  I don’t think EPA is in the speaker role,
 but since no one else is listed for speaking, we should be prepared.  I think Cynthia, Kevin and I can
 put together points from our ppt pretty quickly.
 
I also want to include our risk points.
 
 
 
Dana Barton
Section Chief, Superfund Division
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
75 Hawthorne Street (SFD-7-2)
San Francisco, CA 94105
tel:  415.972.3087
 
 
From: Cynthia Babich [mailto:delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, January 06, 2015 3:23 PM
To: pemodog@sbcglobal.net; Barton, Dana; gcope@calepa.ca.gov; Tam Doduc; rwhitaker@wrd.org;
 Fernando Philip; Florence Gharibian; Lee, Barbara@DTSC; LEONIDO-JOHN, STEVEN; Phuong Ly;
 Manzanilla, Enrique; Lyles, Maurice (Boxer); Lyons, John; Ron Isles; yarissa.martinez@epa.gov;
 cynthiamedina ; Markus Niebanck; Peng, Ted@DTSC; Sam Unger; Al Sattler;
 ssayed@dtsc.ca.gov; Scandura, John@DTSC; rsenga@dtsc.ca.gov; Gina Solomon; Souza,
 Kurt@Waterboards; Frances Spivy-Weber; Krissy Russell-Hedstrom; Scott Warren; James Wells;
 dcapjane@aol.com; hamilton.cloud@mail.house.gov; Miranda Maupin
Subject: Draft Agenda pCBSA 1-9-2015 and notes from our 12-15-2014 meeing
 
Please be sure to let me know who is coming.
Thanks so very much,
Cynthia


--
Cynthia Babich
Founder and Director, Del Amo Action Committee
Coordinator, Los Angeles Environmental Justice Network
P.O. Box 549, Rosamond, CA   93560
310 769-4813   661 256-7144
delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com
pemodog@sbcglobal.net
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From: Barton, Dana
To: Lyons, John
Subject: RE: Draft Agenda pCBSA 1-9-2015 and notes from our 12-15-2014 meeing
Date: Wednesday, January 07, 2015 9:06:00 AM


From CI, Alejandro and the new CIC, Yolanda Sanchez will be coming.  David Yogi has already
 coordinated with Cynthia B on this.  Also, Yarissa will come.  I asked her to communicate directly
 with Cynthia B.  Since Barbara Lee will attend, I assume Enrique is back on?
 
Dana Barton
Section Chief, Superfund Division
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
75 Hawthorne Street (SFD-7-2)
San Francisco, CA 94105
tel:  415.972.3087
 
 


From: Lyons, John 
Sent: Tuesday, January 06, 2015 6:11 PM
To: Cynthia Babich
Cc: Barton, Dana
Subject: RE: Draft Agenda pCBSA 1-9-2015 and notes from our 12-15-2014 meeing
 
Hi Cynthia
 
Cynthia Wetmore, Dana Barton and I will be coming from US EPA.  We may have one or two
 more folks coming with us – I’ll let you know, hopefully tomorrow.
 
See you Friday,
John
 
 
John Lyons
Acting Assistant Director
Site Cleanup Branch
Superfund Division, Region 9
(415) 972-3889
 
 
 
From: Cynthia Babich [mailto:delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, January 06, 2015 3:23 PM
To: pemodog@sbcglobal.net; Barton, Dana; gcope@calepa.ca.gov; Tam Doduc; rwhitaker@wrd.org;
 Fernando Philip; Florence Gharibian; Lee, Barbara@DTSC; LEONIDO-JOHN, STEVEN; Phuong Ly;
 Manzanilla, Enrique; Lyles, Maurice (Boxer); Lyons, John; Ron Isles; yarissa.martinez@epa.gov;
 cynthiamedina ; Markus Niebanck; Peng, Ted@DTSC; Sam Unger; Al Sattler;
 ssayed@dtsc.ca.gov; Scandura, John@DTSC; rsenga@dtsc.ca.gov; Gina Solomon; Souza,
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 Kurt@Waterboards; Frances Spivy-Weber; Krissy Russell-Hedstrom; Scott Warren; James Wells;
 dcapjane@aol.com; hamilton.cloud@mail.house.gov; Miranda Maupin
Subject: Draft Agenda pCBSA 1-9-2015 and notes from our 12-15-2014 meeing
 
Please be sure to let me know who is coming.
Thanks so very much,
Cynthia


--
Cynthia Babich
Founder and Director, Del Amo Action Committee
Coordinator, Los Angeles Environmental Justice Network
P.O. Box 549, Rosamond, CA   93560
310 769-4813   661 256-7144
delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com
pemodog@sbcglobal.net
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From: Lyons, John
To: Cynthia Babich
Cc: Barton, Dana
Subject: RE: Draft Agenda pCBSA 1-9-2015 and notes from our 12-15-2014 meeing
Date: Tuesday, January 06, 2015 6:10:37 PM


Hi Cynthia
 
Cynthia Wetmore, Dana Barton and I will be coming from US EPA.  We may have one or two
 more folks coming with us – I’ll let you know, hopefully tomorrow.
 
See you Friday,
John
 
 
John Lyons
Acting Assistant Director
Site Cleanup Branch
Superfund Division, Region 9
(415) 972-3889
 
 
 
From: Cynthia Babich [mailto:delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, January 06, 2015 3:23 PM
To: pemodog@sbcglobal.net; Barton, Dana; gcope@calepa.ca.gov; Tam Doduc; rwhitaker@wrd.org;
 Fernando Philip; Florence Gharibian; Lee, Barbara@DTSC; LEONIDO-JOHN, STEVEN; Phuong Ly;
 Manzanilla, Enrique; Lyles, Maurice (Boxer); Lyons, John; Ron Isles; yarissa.martinez@epa.gov;
 cynthiamedina1 ; Markus Niebanck; Peng, Ted@DTSC; Sam Unger; Al Sattler;
 ssayed@dtsc.ca.gov; Scandura, John@DTSC; rsenga@dtsc.ca.gov; Gina Solomon; Souza,
 Kurt@Waterboards; Frances Spivy-Weber; Krissy Russell-Hedstrom; Scott Warren; James Wells;
 dcapjane@aol.com; hamilton.cloud@mail.house.gov; Miranda Maupin
Subject: Draft Agenda pCBSA 1-9-2015 and notes from our 12-15-2014 meeing
 
Please be sure to let me know who is coming.
Thanks so very much,
Cynthia


--
Cynthia Babich
Founder and Director, Del Amo Action Committee
Coordinator, Los Angeles Environmental Justice Network
P.O. Box 549, Rosamond, CA   93560
310 769-4813   661 256-7144
delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com
pemodog@sbcglobal.net
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From: margaret manning
To: Cynthia Babich; pemodog@sbcglobal.net; Barton, Dana; gcope@calepa.ca.gov; Tam Doduc; rwhitaker@wrd.org;


 Fernando Philip; Florence Gharibian; Lee, Barbara@DTSC; LEONIDO-JOHN, STEVEN; Phuong Ly; Manzanilla,
 Enrique; Lyles, Maurice Boxer; Lyons, John; yarissa.martinez@epa.gov; 
 Markus Niebanck; Peng, Ted@DTSC; Sam Unger; Al Sattler; ssayed@dtsc.ca.gov; Scandura, John@DTSC;
 rsenga@dtsc.ca.gov; Gina Solomon; Souza, Kurt@Waterboards; Frances Spivy-Weber; Krissy Russell-Hedstrom;
 Scott Warren; James Wells; dcapjane@aol.com; hamilton.cloud@mail.house.gov; Miranda Maupin


Subject: RE: Draft Agenda pCBSA 1-9-2015 and notes from our 12-15-2014 meeing
Date: Wednesday, January 07, 2015 7:20:39 PM


I will attend.


Yours sincerely, 
Margaret Manning



Date: Tue, 6 Jan 2015 15:23:24 -0800
Subject: Draft Agenda pCBSA 1-9-2015 and notes from our 12-15-2014 meeing
From: delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com
To: pemodog@sbcglobal.net; Barton.Dana@epa.gov; gcope@calepa.ca.gov;
 Tam.Doduc@waterboards.ca.gov; rwhitaker@wrd.org; fernandophilip ;
 florencegharibian@yahoo.com; barbara.lee@dtsc.ca.gov; leonido-john.steven@epa.gov;
 ply@wrd.org; Manzanilla.Enrique@epa.gov; maurice_lyles@boxer.senate.gov;
 Lyons.John@epa.gov; margaretmanning ; yarissa.martinez@epa.gov;
 cynthiamedina  mniebanck@gmail.com; Ted.Peng@dtsc.ca.gov;
 sunger@waterboards.ca.gov; alsattler@igc.org; ssayed@dtsc.ca.gov;
 John.Scandura@dtsc.ca.gov; rsenga@dtsc.ca.gov; gsolomon@calepa.ca.gov;
 Kurt.Souza@waterboards.ca.gov; frances.spivy-weber@waterboards.ca.gov;
 krissy@skeo.com; Scott.Warren@dtsc.ca.gov; jwells@everettassociates.net;
 dcapjane@aol.com; hamilton.cloud@mail.house.gov; mmaupin@skeo.com


Please be sure to let me know who is coming.
Thanks so very much,
Cynthia


-- 
Cynthia Babich
Founder and Director, Del Amo Action Committee
Coordinator, Los Angeles Environmental Justice Network
P.O. Box 549, Rosamond, CA   93560
310 769-4813   661 256-7144
delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com
pemodog@sbcglobal.net
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From: Yogi, David
To: Lyons, John
Cc: Barton, Dana; Wetmore, Cynthia; DIAZ, ALEJANDRO; Sanchez, Yolanda
Subject: Re: DATE CHANGE for our pCBSA Follow up meeting
Date: Tuesday, December 30, 2014 1:37:07 PM


Hi John,
Sorry, just seeing this now. Has then meeting been confirmed with the state for the 9th? It
 seemed a little unclear from CB's message below whether all had been confirmed. Thanks!


David


Sent from my iPhone


On Dec 29, 2014, at 8:39 AM, "Lyons, John" <Lyons.John@epa.gov> wrote:


Can someone work w tasc to see if we can get the holiday inn for the 9th?  
Thx!


Sent from my iPhone


Begin forwarded message:


From: Cynthia Babich <delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com>
Date: December 29, 2014 at 8:53:45 AM PST
To: Cynthia Babich <pemodog@sbcglobal.net>, Tam Doduc
 <Tam.Doduc@waterboards.ca.gov>,  Everett Ferguson
 <eferguson@wrd.org>, Fernando Philip
 <fernandophilip >,  Florence Gharibian
 <florencegharibian@yahoo.com>, Phuong Ly <ply@wrd.org>, 
 "Lyles, Maurice (Boxer)" <maurice_lyles@boxer.senate.gov>, Ron
 Isles <margaretmanning >,  Cynthia Medina
 <cynthiamedina >, Markus Niebanck
 <mniebanck@gmail.com>,  "Rasmussen, Paula@Waterboards"
 <paula.rasmussen@waterboards.ca.gov>,  Krissy Russell-Hedstrom
 <krissy@skeo.com>, Al Sattler <alsattler@igc.org>,  "Scandura,
 John@DTSC" <John.Scandura@dtsc.ca.gov>, rsenga@dtsc.ca.gov, 
 Frances Spivy-Weber <frances.spivy-weber@waterboards.ca.gov>,
 Robina <robinasuwol@earthlink.net>,  Sam Unger
 <sunger@waterboards.ca.gov>, avargas@skeo.com,  Scott Warren
 <Scott.Warren@dtsc.ca.gov>, James Wells
 <jwells@everettassociates.net>,  Jane Williams
 <dcapjane@aol.com>, "Barton, Dana" <Barton.Dana@epa.gov>, 
 Stewart Black <stewart.black@dtsc.ca.gov>, Robb Witaker
 <rwhitaker@wrd.org>,  Steven Leonido-John <leonido-
john.steven@epa.gov>, "Lyons, John" <Lyons.John@epa.gov>, 
 yarissa.martinez@epa.gov, hamilton.cloud@mail.house.gov, 
 Manuel Marquez <Mmarqueziv@gmail.com>
Subject: Re: DATE CHANGE for our pCBSA Follow up meeting
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So far it looks like the 9th is best for most.  If you have not let me know your
 availability/ please do so at your earliest convenience.  We are going to have the
 meeting at the Holiday Inn, EPA is securing this venue for our meeting,  and we will
 also arrange a community/site tour on the day we meet.  I will provide more details
 as we firm up the meeting.  Plan on 9:30 to 3:00 please.
Happy New Year
Cynthia Babich


On Tue, Dec 23, 2014 at 4:04 PM, Cynthia Babich
 <delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com> wrote:


Hi and Happy Holidays,
I am sorry to let you know on Holiday break and on such a short notice but on
 tentatively scheduled meeting on January 6th needs to be moved.  As I have stated
 many times, each one of you is critical to the conversation and I need to find a date
 that will work for us all.
Please let me know your availability for: January 5th, 7th, 8th or 9th.
I will get a draft agenda out as soon as it is ready.  We will focus on anti
 degradation laws and policies and Poter-Cologne.
With much appreciation,
Cynthia Babich


-- 
Cynthia Babich
Founder and Director, Del Amo Action Committee
Coordinator, Los Angeles Environmental Justice Network
P.O. Box 549, Rosamond, CA   93560
310 769-4813   661 256-7144
delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com
pemodog@sbcglobal.net


-- 
Cynthia Babich
Founder and Director, Del Amo Action Committee
Coordinator, Los Angeles Environmental Justice Network
P.O. Box 549, Rosamond, CA   93560
310 769-4813   661 256-7144
delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com
pemodog@sbcglobal.net
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From: Cynthia Babich
To: pemodog@sbcglobal.net; Tam Doduc; Everett Ferguson; Fernando Philip; Florence Gharibian; Phuong Ly; Lyles,


 Maurice (Boxer); Ron Isles; cynthiamedina  Markus Niebanck; Rasmussen,
 Paula@Waterboards; Krissy Russell-Hedstrom; Al Sattler; Scandura, John@DTSC; rsenga@dtsc.ca.gov; Frances
 Spivy-Weber; robinasuwol@earthlink.net; Sam Unger; avargas@skeo.com; Scott Warren; James Wells;
 dcapjane@aol.com; Barton, Dana; Stewart Black; rwhitaker@wrd.org; LEONIDO-JOHN, STEVEN; Lyons, John;
 yarissa.martinez@epa.gov; hamilton.cloud@mail.house.gov; Manuel Marquez


Subject: Re: DATE CHANGE for our pCBSA Follow up meeting
Date: Monday, December 29, 2014 8:53:50 AM


So far it looks like the 9th is best for most.  If you have not let me know your availability/ please do so at your
 earliest convenience.  We are going to have the meeting at the Holiday Inn, EPA is securing this venue for our
 meeting,  and we will also arrange a community/site tour on the day we meet.  I will provide more details as we
 firm up the meeting.  Plan on 9:30 to 3:00 please.
Happy New Year
Cynthia Babich


On Tue, Dec 23, 2014 at 4:04 PM, Cynthia Babich <delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com>
 wrote:


Hi and Happy Holidays,
I am sorry to let you know on Holiday break and on such a short notice but on tentatively scheduled meeting on
 January 6th needs to be moved.  As I have stated many times, each one of you is critical to the conversation and I
 need to find a date that will work for us all.
Please let me know your availability for: January 5th, 7th, 8th or 9th.
I will get a draft agenda out as soon as it is ready.  We will focus on anti degradation laws and policies and Poter-
Cologne.
With much appreciation,
Cynthia Babich


-- 
Cynthia Babich
Founder and Director, Del Amo Action Committee
Coordinator, Los Angeles Environmental Justice Network
P.O. Box 549, Rosamond, CA   93560
310 769-4813   661 256-7144
delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com
pemodog@sbcglobal.net


-- 
Cynthia Babich
Founder and Director, Del Amo Action Committee
Coordinator, Los Angeles Environmental Justice Network
P.O. Box 549, Rosamond, CA   93560
310 769-4813   661 256-7144
delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com
pemodog@sbcglobal.net


Personal/
Private 
Information


P
e
r
s
o
n
a
l
/
P
r
i
v
a
t
e 
I
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n



mailto:delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com

mailto:pemodog@sbcglobal.net

mailto:Tam.Doduc@waterboards.ca.gov

mailto:florencegharibian@yahoo.com

mailto:ply@wrd.org

mailto:maurice_lyles@boxer.senate.gov

mailto:maurice_lyles@boxer.senate.gov

mailto:margaretmanning3@hotmail.com

mailto:mniebanck@gmail.com

mailto:paula.rasmussen@waterboards.ca.gov

mailto:paula.rasmussen@waterboards.ca.gov

mailto:rsenga@dtsc.ca.gov

mailto:frances.spivy-weber@waterboards.ca.gov

mailto:frances.spivy-weber@waterboards.ca.gov

mailto:robinasuwol@earthlink.net

mailto:sunger@waterboards.ca.gov

mailto:avargas@skeo.com

mailto:Scott.Warren@dtsc.ca.gov

mailto:jwells@everettassociates.net

mailto:dcapjane@aol.com

mailto:Barton.Dana@epa.gov

mailto:stewart.black@dtsc.ca.gov

mailto:rwhitaker@wrd.org

mailto:Leonido-John.Steven@epa.gov

mailto:Lyons.John@epa.gov

mailto:yarissa.martinez@epa.gov

mailto:hamilton.cloud@mail.house.gov

mailto:Mmarqueziv@gmail.com

mailto:delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com

mailto:delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com

mailto:pemodog@sbcglobal.net

mailto:delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com

mailto:pemodog@sbcglobal.net










From: Cynthia Babich
To: Barton, Dana
Subject: Re: DATE CHANGE for our pCBSA Follow up meeting
Date: Tuesday, December 23, 2014 4:12:53 PM


Thanks so much Dana.
Hope your holidays are joyful and full of love.
Cynthia


On Tue, Dec 23, 2014 at 4:10 PM, Barton, Dana <Barton.Dana@epa.gov> wrote:


Hi Cynthia,


 


The 8th or 9th would work for me.


 


Happy Holidays!


Dana


 


Dana Barton


Section Chief, Superfund Division


U.S. Environmental Protection Agency


75 Hawthorne Street (SFD-7-2)


San Francisco, CA 94105


tel:  415.972.3087


 


 


From: Cynthia Babich [mailto:delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, December 23, 2014 4:04 PM
To: pemodog@sbcglobal.net; Tam Doduc; Everett Ferguson; Fernando Philip; Florence Gharibian;
 Phuong Ly; Lyles, Maurice (Boxer); Ron Isles; cynthiamedina ; Markus Niebanck;
 Rasmussen, Paula@Waterboards; Krissy Russell-Hedstrom; Al Sattler; Scandura, John@DTSC;
 rsenga@dtsc.ca.gov; Frances Spivy-Weber; robinasuwol@earthlink.net; Sam Unger;
 avargas@skeo.com; Scott Warren; James Wells; dcapjane@aol.com; Barton, Dana; Stewart Black;
 rwhitaker@wrd.org; LEONIDO-JOHN, STEVEN; Lyons, John; yarissa.martinez@epa.gov;
 hamilton.cloud@mail.house.gov


Personal/Private 
Information
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Subject: DATE CHANGE for our pCBSA Follow up meeting


 


Hi and Happy Holidays,


I am sorry to let you know on Holiday break and on such a short notice but on tentatively
 scheduled meeting on January 6th needs to be moved.  As I have stated many times, each
 one of you is critical to the conversation and I need to find a date that will work for us all.


Please let me know your availability for: January 5th, 7th, 8th or 9th.


I will get a draft agenda out as soon as it is ready.  We will focus on anti degradation laws
 and policies and Poter-Cologne.


With much appreciation,


Cynthia Babich


--


Cynthia Babich
Founder and Director, Del Amo Action Committee
Coordinator, Los Angeles Environmental Justice Network
P.O. Box 549, Rosamond, CA   93560
310 769-4813   661 256-7144
delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com


pemodog@sbcglobal.net


 


-- 
Cynthia Babich
Founder and Director, Del Amo Action Committee
Coordinator, Los Angeles Environmental Justice Network
P.O. Box 549, Rosamond, CA   93560
310 769-4813   661 256-7144
delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com
pemodog@sbcglobal.net
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From: Lyons, John
To: Yogi, David
Cc: Barton, Dana
Subject: Re: DATE CHANGE for our pCBSA Follow up meeting
Date: Tuesday, December 30, 2014 3:02:24 PM


Yes. As of this am the meeting is on for the 9th. 


Sent from my iPhone


On Dec 30, 2014, at 1:37 PM, "Yogi, David" <Yogi.David@epa.gov> wrote:


Hi John,
Sorry, just seeing this now. Has then meeting been confirmed with the state for
 the 9th? It seemed a little unclear from CB's message below whether all had been
 confirmed. Thanks!


David


Sent from my iPhone


On Dec 29, 2014, at 8:39 AM, "Lyons, John" <Lyons.John@epa.gov> wrote:


Can someone work w tasc to see if we can get the holiday inn for the
 9th?  
Thx!


Sent from my iPhone


Begin forwarded message:


From: Cynthia Babich
 <delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com>
Date: December 29, 2014 at 8:53:45 AM PST
To: Cynthia Babich <pemodog@sbcglobal.net>, Tam
 Doduc <Tam.Doduc@waterboards.ca.gov>,  Everett
 Ferguson <eferguson@wrd.org>, Fernando Philip
 <fernandophilip ,  Florence Gharibian
 <florencegharibian@yahoo.com>, Phuong Ly
 <ply@wrd.org>,  "Lyles, Maurice (Boxer)"
 <maurice_lyles@boxer.senate.gov>, Ron Isles
 <margaretmanning >,  Cynthia Medina
 <cynthiamedina , Markus Niebanck
 <mniebanck@gmail.com>,  "Rasmussen,
 Paula@Waterboards"
 <paula.rasmussen@waterboards.ca.gov>,  Krissy
 Russell-Hedstrom <krissy@skeo.com>, Al Sattler
 <alsattler@igc.org>,  "Scandura, John@DTSC"


Personal/Private 
Information


Personal/Private 
InformationPersonal/Private 


Information
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 <John.Scandura@dtsc.ca.gov>, rsenga@dtsc.ca.gov, 
 Frances Spivy-Weber <frances.spivy-
weber@waterboards.ca.gov>, Robina
 <robinasuwol@earthlink.net>,  Sam Unger
 <sunger@waterboards.ca.gov>, avargas@skeo.com, 
 Scott Warren <Scott.Warren@dtsc.ca.gov>, James
 Wells <jwells@everettassociates.net>,  Jane Williams
 <dcapjane@aol.com>, "Barton, Dana"
 <Barton.Dana@epa.gov>,  Stewart Black
 <stewart.black@dtsc.ca.gov>, Robb Witaker
 <rwhitaker@wrd.org>,  Steven Leonido-John <leonido-
john.steven@epa.gov>, "Lyons, John"
 <Lyons.John@epa.gov>,  yarissa.martinez@epa.gov,
 hamilton.cloud@mail.house.gov,  Manuel Marquez
 <Mmarqueziv@gmail.com>
Subject: Re: DATE CHANGE for our pCBSA Follow
 up meeting


So far it looks like the 9th is best for most.  If you have not let me
 know your availability/ please do so at your earliest convenience.  We
 are going to have the meeting at the Holiday Inn, EPA is securing this
 venue for our meeting,  and we will also arrange a community/site
 tour on the day we meet.  I will provide more details as we firm up
 the meeting.  Plan on 9:30 to 3:00 please.
Happy New Year
Cynthia Babich


On Tue, Dec 23, 2014 at 4:04 PM, Cynthia Babich
 <delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com> wrote:


Hi and Happy Holidays,
I am sorry to let you know on Holiday break and on such a short
 notice but on tentatively scheduled meeting on January 6th needs
 to be moved.  As I have stated many times, each one of you is
 critical to the conversation and I need to find a date that will work
 for us all.
Please let me know your availability for: January 5th, 7th, 8th or
 9th.
I will get a draft agenda out as soon as it is ready.  We will focus on
 anti degradation laws and policies and Poter-Cologne.
With much appreciation,
Cynthia Babich


-- 
Cynthia Babich
Founder and Director, Del Amo Action Committee
Coordinator, Los Angeles Environmental Justice
 Network
P.O. Box 549, Rosamond, CA   93560
310 769-4813   661 256-7144
delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com
pemodog@sbcglobal.net
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-- 
Cynthia Babich
Founder and Director, Del Amo Action Committee
Coordinator, Los Angeles Environmental Justice
 Network
P.O. Box 549, Rosamond, CA   93560
310 769-4813   661 256-7144
delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com
pemodog@sbcglobal.net
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From: Yogi, David
To: Miranda Maupin
Cc: Sanchez, Yolanda; DIAZ, ALEJANDRO
Subject: Re: Draft Summary Notes for January 9th Del Amo/Montrose meeting
Date: Wednesday, January 28, 2015 9:03:32 PM


Hi Miranda,
Also, would you please provide the final participant list for this meeting and send the two documents for Spanish
 translation? Once I receive those two from you, we'll pass forward to State Department for translation. Thanks!


- David


> On Jan 26, 2015, at 6:10 PM, "Miranda Maupin" <mmaupin@skeo.com> wrote:
>
> Hello David, we expect to finalize these pCBSA notes next week after the fact check review. I noticed next steps
 include a follow up conference call with participants to hear status updates. If we have a few minutes tomorrow, it
 might be worth touching base with Cynthia on next steps. Is this something EPA would like to coordinate, or have
 TASC continue to support? If you would like TASC support, we may have to double check with Freya to see if this
 kind of follow up is covered under the current pCBSA TD or if it would need to be modified. I also know we are
 trying to keep the Del Amo Montrose budget within a certain ceiling, so I'm just checking in with you about how
 you would like to proceed.
>
> See you tomorrow!
>
> Miranda
>
> ---------- Forwarded message ----------
> From: Ana Vargas <avargas@skeo.com<mailto:avargas@skeo.com>>
> Date: Wed, Jan 21, 2015 at 9:58 AM
> Subject: Draft Summary Notes for January 9th Del Amo/Montrose meeting
> To: Cynthia Babich <pemodog@sbcglobal.net<mailto:pemodog@sbcglobal.net>>, "Barton, Dana"
 <Barton.Dana@epa.gov<mailto:Barton.Dana@epa.gov>>,
 stewart.black@dtsc.ca.gov<mailto:stewart.black@dtsc.ca.gov>,
 Diaz.Alejandro@epamail.epa.gov<mailto:Diaz.Alejandro@epamail.epa.gov>,
 fernandophilip@hotmail.com<mailto:fernandophilip , Florence Gharibian
 <florencegharibian@yahoo.com<mailto:florencegharibian@yahoo.com>>,
 barbara.lee@dtsc.ca.gov<mailto:barbara.lee@dtsc.ca.gov>, Phuong Ly <ply@wrd.org<mailto:ply@wrd.org>>,
 maurice_lyles@boxer.senate.gov<mailto:maurice_lyles@boxer.senate.gov>,
 Lyons.John@epa.gov<mailto:Lyons.John@epa.gov>,
 margaretmanning3@hotmail.com<mailto:margaretmanning ,
 Manzanilla.Enrique@epa.gov<mailto:Manzanilla.Enrique@epa.gov>,
 yarissa.martinez@epa.gov<mailto:yarissa.martinez@epa.gov>,
 frances.mcchesney@waterboards.ca.gov<mailto:frances.mcchesney@waterboards.ca.gov>,
 cynthiamedina1956@yahoo.com<mailto:cynthiamedina , Markus
 <mniebanck@gmail.com<mailto:mniebanck@gmail.com>>,
 sunger@waterboards.ca.gov<mailto:sunger@waterboards.ca.gov>,
 Sanchez.Yolanda@epamail.epa.gov<mailto:Sanchez.Yolanda@epamail.epa.gov>,
 alsattler@igc.org<mailto:alsattler@igc.org>, ssayed@dtsc.ca.gov<mailto:ssayed@dtsc.ca.gov>,
 gsolomon@calepa.ca.gov<mailto:gsolomon@calepa.ca.gov>, frances.spivy-
weber@waterboards.ca.gov<mailto:frances.spivy-weber@waterboards.ca.gov>, "Warren, Scott@DTSC"
 <Scott.Warren@dtsc.ca.gov<mailto:Scott.Warren@dtsc.ca.gov>>, James Wells
 <jwells@everettassociates.net<mailto:jwells@everettassociates.net>>,
 Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov<mailto:Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov>, Cade Williams
 <dcapjane@aol.com<mailto:dcapjane@aol.com>>, gcope@calepa.ca.gov<mailto:gcope@calepa.ca.gov>,
 Kurt.Souza@waterboards.ca.gov<mailto:Kurt.Souza@waterboards.ca.gov>,


Personal/
Private 
Information


Personal/
Private 
Information


Personal/Private 
Information
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 Ted.Peng@dtsc.ca.gov<mailto:Ted.Peng@dtsc.ca.gov>, leonido-john.steven@epa.gov<mailto:leonido-
john.steven@epa.gov>, Shu-Fang.Orr@waterboards.ca.gov<mailto:Shu-Fang.Orr@waterboards.ca.gov>,
 John.Scandura@dtsc.ca.gov<mailto:John.Scandura@dtsc.ca.gov>,
 rsenega@dtsc.ca.gov<mailto:rsenega@dtsc.ca.gov>
> Cc: Miranda Maupin <mmaupin@skeo.com<mailto:mmaupin@skeo.com>>, Krissy Russell-Hedstrom
 <krissy@skeo.com<mailto:krissy@skeo.com>>
>
>
> Hello all,
>
> Thank you for your patience as we finalize the notes for the January 9th Del Amo/Montrose meeting. We are
 currently in the process of fact checking to accurately capture the discussions and presentations. Please find
 attached a draft write-up of the summary notes. We will send along the final version once we incorporate the
 changes from the reviewers.
>
> Thank you,
>
> Ana
>
> --
> Ana Vargas, MSW
> Bilingual Environmental Policy Intern
> Skeo Solutions
> [e] avargas@skeo.com<mailto:avargas@skeo.com>
> [p] (434) 975-6700 x248<tel:%28434%29%20975-6700%20x248>
> [m] (661) 609-0931<tel:%28661%29%20609-0931>
>
>
> <TASC TO1 R9-Del Amo-Montrose DAAC Meeting DRAFT.doc>
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From: Miranda Maupin
To: Yogi, David
Cc: Sanchez, Yolanda; DIAZ, ALEJANDRO
Subject: Re: Draft Summary Notes for January 9th Del Amo/Montrose meeting
Date: Thursday, January 29, 2015 12:58:58 PM
Attachments: TASC R9-Montrose TGRS Project Technical Comments 7-23-13.pdf


Skeo-LEA_2013_March_VI_Report.pdf


Hello David, I have attached the two documents for translation, and included below the list of
 participants who attended the VI working session on Thursday. Please let me know if I can
 assist in any other way.   ~ Miranda 


Participants
Alejandro Diaz, EPA
Yolanda Sanchez, EPA
Dana Barton, EPA
Yarissa Martinez, EPA
Matt Plate, EPA
David Yogi, EPA
Scott Warren, DTSC
Ted Peng, DTSC
Cynthia Babich, DAAC
Cynthia Medina, DAAC
Dr. Wells, TASC Program
Miranda Maupin, TASC Program
Ana Vargas, TASC Program


Miranda Maupin


Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com


434-975-6700 x227


On Wed, Jan 28, 2015 at 9:03 PM, Yogi, David <Yogi.David@epa.gov> wrote:
Hi Miranda,
Also, would you please provide the final participant list for this meeting and send the two
 documents for Spanish translation? Once I receive those two from you, we'll pass forward
 to State Department for translation. Thanks!


- David


> On Jan 26, 2015, at 6:10 PM, "Miranda Maupin" <mmaupin@skeo.com> wrote:
>
> Hello David, we expect to finalize these pCBSA notes next week after the fact check
 review. I noticed next steps include a follow up conference call with participants to hear
 status updates. If we have a few minutes tomorrow, it might be worth touching base with
 Cynthia on next steps. Is this something EPA would like to coordinate, or have TASC
 continue to support? If you would like TASC support, we may have to double check with
 Freya to see if this kind of follow up is covered under the current pCBSA TD or if it would
 need to be modified. I also know we are trying to keep the Del Amo Montrose budget
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Technical Assistance Services for Communities  
Contract No.: EP-W-13-015 
Task Order No.: 1 
Task Order Title: TASC OSRTI-Multi Regions and HQ 



 
 



TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM 
 
TO: Del Amo Action Committee and Local Community 
RE: Summary and Review of the Potential Health Hazards and Controls to 



Address the Hazards Associated with the Torrance Ground Water 
Remediation System (TGRS) Construction Activities at the Montrose 
Superfund Site  



DATE: July 23, 2013 
 



This document is a brief summary of the results of the review of various work plan documents, 
technical memoranda, and other documents associated with the construction activities of the 
Torrance Ground Water Remediation System (TGRS) at the Montrose Chemical Corp. 
Superfund site. The purpose of the review is to provide members of the Del Amo Action 
Committee with an improved understanding of the TGRS construction project (TGRS project), 
the potential human health hazards it may pose to the community, and the monitoring and 
controls that are in place to prevent or minimize the hazards to on-site workers and the 
community. The review is organized into five sections as follows:  
 
1. Overview of the TGRS Project  
2. Documents Reviewed   
3. Summary of Project Hazards, Monitoring and Controls 
4. Summary of Community Concerns on Project Hazards, Monitoring and Controls  
5. Technical Comments on the November 2012 Health and Safety Plan (HASP), Torrance 



Ground Water Remediation System (TGRS) Construction.1  
 
Section 1: Overview of the TGRS Project 
 
Ground water contamination from the Montrose Chemical Corp. plant has commingled with a 
portion of the ground water contamination from the former Del Amo Rubber plant, which lies 
adjacent to and east of the former Montrose plant. EPA has selected a single remedial action to 
address contaminated ground water at the Montrose Chemical Corp. and Del Amo Superfund 
sites. The remedy applies to what EPA calls the Dual-Site Operable Unit. The remedy addresses 
contamination dissolved in the ground water and the oil-like layer of contamination, referred to 
as the nonaqueous phase liquid (NAPL), located below the ground water.  
 
The TGRS project is the selected remedial action for the site that provides both containment and 
volume reduction of the chlorobenzene plume as well preventing migration of contaminants 



                                                            
1 Note that while the HASP is for the protection of workers performing construction on site, it does identify the 
potential hazards posed by the site as part of the construction project. The technical comments in this section are 
very specific and are included so that EPA can pass the information on to its contractors. 











2 
 



laterally and vertically. Migration is prevented by the installation of extraction wells to 
hydraulically contain the plume by mitigating plume movement. Extraction wells are located 
primarily down the center of the dissolved phase plumes, and pipelines are installed to transport 
extracted contaminated ground water to the Montrose Property for aboveground treatment. Once 
treated, the ground water is then transported from the Montrose Property to a series of wells, 
located primarily along the perimeter of the dissolved-phase plumes, for reinjection. Some of the 
extraction and injection wells were previously installed as part of field pilot testing activities. 
The construction activities associated with the TGRS project include installation of the treatment 
plant, wells and underground piping to and from the treatment plant and wells. Installation of the 
treatment plant on the Montrose property to include removal and excavation of the existing 
asphalt cover overlying soils contaminated with pesticides, primarily 
dichlorodiphenyltrichloroethane (DDT), and volatile organic compounds (VOCs), primarily 
chlorobenzene; grading; installation of the concrete slab; and construction of the treatment 
facility. Installation of the wells and pipelines will take place on both public and private 
property, including residential areas. The layout of the extraction and injection wells and 
pipelines is shown in Figure 1. 
 
Section 2: Documents Reviewed 
 
Before the TGRS project can be constructed, a series of planning documents are required to be 
prepared by the construction contractors and reviewed by the regulatory agencies to ensure the 
activities are being performed in compliance with the applicable state and federal environmental 
and occupational health and safety regulations. These documents include the following with a 
brief description of what each contains: 
 
1. Construction Quality Assurance Plan, December 2012: This plan introduces the personnel, 



defines responsibilities, and describes the quality assurance (QA) program for the site such as 
inspections, testing, record keeping and corrective action for construction of the TGRS. The 
purpose of the plan is to define the management system that will control and document the 
quality assurance procedures to be used during the project to assure that the techniques, 
materials and equipment meet design specifications and that appropriate inspections are 
conducted and corrective measures documented. It also defines the framework for 
communicating the quality assurance procedures and requirements to the construction project 
personnel. 



2. Site Management Plan (SMP), December 2012: This document explains how the TGRS 
project activities will be managed: 
• Site Access – Includes procedures for gaining access by construction workers on-site and 



off-site because construction of the TGRS requires access to several off-Property 
locations owned by private entities as well as public rights-of-way under the control of 
the City of Los Angeles and Los Angeles County. 



• Site Security – Includes procedures for maintaining site security on-site and off-site in 
order to prevent the exposure of unauthorized, unprotected people to site hazards, avoid 
the increased hazards from vandals or persons seeking to abandon other wastes on the 
site, to prevent theft and to avoid interference with safe working procedures. 



• Ground Disturbance Protocols – Includes procedures to prevent unexpected contact with 
or damage to underground utilities during drilling and trenching. 
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• Air Monitoring and Dust Controls – Summarizes on-site and off-site controls in place to 
prevent, reduce and mitigate fugitive dust emissions and VOC emissions as a result of 
excavation, grading, loading, soil screening, backfilling and transportation of soils. It also 
includes procedures for monitoring dust and VOCs. 



• Noise Control – Includes procedures to monitor and control noise associated with 
construction. 



• Contingency for Hazardous Materials – Includes procedures for use of hazardous 
materials as part of the project (e.g., methanol to decontaminate equipment; muriatic acid 
and hydrogen peroxide for use in the ground water treatment system; and fuels for 
equipment). 



• Waste Management – Includes procedures for handling, storing and transporting project 
generated waste (e.g. soil cuttings and drilling mud from well installation, soil from 
trenching, used personal protective equipment (PPE), decontamination water from all 
activities, purged ground water from well installation and general trash). 



• Reporting Requirements – Includes procedures for providing routine progress reporting 
to regulatory agencies. 



3. Health and Safety Plan (HASP), November 2012: The HASP is required by Occupational 
Health and Safety Administration (OSHA) regulations to ensure a safe and healthy work 
environment for workers conducting construction activities at a site. EPA does not approve 
the HASP because it is the contractor’s responsibility to protect its workers and follow all 
applicable worker safety laws. It is useful, however, for identifying the potential hazards 
posed by the site as part of the construction project.   
 



In addition, EPA and EPA’s contractor, CH2M HILL, prepared additional documentation to 
address public concerns regarding the potential for the project activities to impact surrounding 
communities. These documents include the following with a brief description of what each 
contains: 



  
1. Montrose TGRS System Construction Update #1: This is a table prepared by EPA that 



illustrates the duration of work tasks associated with installation of the TGRS, March 18, 
2013. 



2. EPA February 2013 Presentation: Montrose Chemical Superfund Site, Construction of the 
Dual Site Ground water Operable Unit, February 2013: This presentation was given by EPA 
to the public in February 2013 to provide an overview of the construction project. 



3. Dust Sampling at the Montrose Superfund Site, May 15, 2013 (Dust sampling report): This 
document was prepared by EPA’s contractor, CH2M HILL, to summarize the results of dust 
sampling that occurred in April 2013 during excavation of the treatment pad area where the 
highest dust concentrations of DDT were expected to be generated. This report also 
summarizes ongoing dust monitoring that occurs during all construction activities. 



4. Assessment of DDT in Dust Generated During Construction Activities, Montrose Superfund 
Site, Los Angeles, California, July 19, 2013: This technical memorandum was prepared by 
EPA’s contractor, CH2M HILL, and presents the results of the evaluation of potential risks 
for residents from exposure to DDT in dust generated from the TGRS construction activities 
at the Montrose Superfund Site. 



5. Fact Sheets on Pipe Installation and Trenching, Noise Control and Dust Control During 
Construction of the TGRS, undated: These three 1-page fact sheets were prepared by EPA to 
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describe to the public the activities associated with the pipe installation and trenching as well 
as to inform the public of the health risks associated with project generated dust and noise 
and how controls are in place to prevent and minimize exposure to unacceptable levels. 



 
TASC reviewed all of these documents as part of this technical review. 
 
Section 3: Summary of Project Hazards, Monitoring and Controls 
 
The HASP identifies potential exposures of workers involved in various aspects of the 
construction project and establishes health and safety procedures to control exposures associated 
with each construction activity. The HASP must be followed by all workers to ensure that 
unacceptable exposure to contaminated soil, ground water and vapors is prevented. Specifically, 
the two primary exposure hazards identified in the HASP for construction workers are:  
 
• Exposure to pesticides in surface soil during construction activities. 
• Exposure to VOCs in ground water during installation and testing of the TGRS extraction 



and injection wells. 
 



The HASP also briefly summarizes monitoring procedures to ensure that contaminants are not 
released at unacceptable levels, primarily to air in the form of dust and secondarily from vapors. 
However, the SMP provides additional detail on how the chemical hazards will be controlled and 
provides multiple cross references to the HASP which defines the potential health hazards for 
each chemical by difference exposure pathways (e.g., ingestion, dermal contact and inhalation) 
along with action-levels that are used to support site health and safety decisions to reduce 
exposure to acceptable levels if action-levels are exceeded.  
 
Section 4: Summary of Community Concerns on Project Hazards, Monitoring and 
Controls 
 
TASC reviewed the site planning documents and the documents prepared by EPA and EPA’s 
contractors to address the following community concerns: 
   
A. Transport of contaminated soil on and off the Montrose site 



Extensive dust monitoring and control procedures are included in the SMP and HASP as 
required by EPA and South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) regulations to 
prevent uncontrolled migration of DDT-impacted dust during TGRS construction activities. Dust 
monitoring and control procedures are highlighted below in detail in Table 1. A primary concern 
raised by the community relates to how dust will be minimized during the vehicular transport of 
contaminated soils. As shown in Table 1, a majority of the dust control and mitigation 
procedures specifically address the vehicular transport of contaminated soils and comply with the 
SACQMD regulations for fugitive dust sources.  
 
Further, the EPA, while not required, conducted additional exposure studies to specifically 
quantify the potential health risks of residential exposure to dust that may migrate downwind of 
the site in the Dust Sampling Report. This report evaluates the potential human health risks 
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associated with exposure to dust generated during the excavation of the treatment pad area where 
the highest dust concentrations of DDT were expected to be generated. 
 
According to the Dust Sampling Report, EPA collected dust samples at the Montrose site during 
work hours from April 24 through 26, 2013 when excavation of the treatment pad area occurred. 
Soils underlying this area historically contained the highest levels of DDT. The dust samples 
were collected downwind of the area of excavation and construction activities within the fenced 
property boundary and perimeter windscreen. EPA’s dust sample results were compared to 
theoretical fence-line residential-based DDT dust criteria developed by EPA in February 2013. 
The criteria were necessary to ensure that construction activities take into account the protection 
of downwind residential receptors. EPA DDT dust criteria were derived using standard risk 
assessment procedures which conservatively overestimate exposure to ensure the criteria are 
health protective. The criteria are based on a 10-6 excess cancer risk, and assume a constant dust 
level of 0.05 milligrams per cubic meter (mg/m3; the background or upwind dust limit) over the 
entire exposure duration, when in fact dust generation is likely to be high only during the 
construction activities. The criteria also assume a resident lives on the property line being 
exposed to dust for 24 hours per day, seven days per week, and that 100 percent of the dust can 
be inhaled into the lungs (as opposed to only a portion of the dust particles which are too large to 
reach the lungs). Based on these assumptions, EPA developed the DDT dust criterion of 0.75 
micrograms per cubic meter (μg/m3) that is protective for a 1-year residential exposure and a 
criterion of 9.0 μg/m3 protective for a short-term exposure of 1 month. TASC considers these 
assumptions conservative because the construction activities for this part of the project are 
scheduled to only take eight weeks and not one year.  
 
The DDT concentrations in the dust samples were either below detection or below the DDT dust 
criteria that are protective of residential receptors at the property boundary. In addition to the 
Dust Sampling Report, the SMP describes in detail how dust generation will be minimized both 
on-property and off-property as summarized in Table 1. 
 
Table 1: Summary of SMP Sections that Address Monitoring and Controls Used to 
Minimize Exposure to Dust 
 



SMP Section Information Provided 
Section 6.1 On-
Property Dust 
Control 



Describes specific procedures for how dust generation will be minimized during on-site 
activities as well as procedures that will minimize dust generated by vehicles and equipment. 
• Before any soil handling procedures begin on-Property, a windscreen will be 



placed along the eastern property boundary fence to minimize the airborne dusts leaving the 
Property in the typical downwind direction. If needed, additional windscreen will be 
installed on other portions of the property fence boundary fence. 



• Use water as a dust suppressant. The water will be available via a water truck or a metered 
discharge from a hydrant on Site. Dust generation will be controlled by spraying water on 
the soil prior to beginning activities each day, as need throughout the day, and at the end of 
the day. 



• Only handle soils during low wind conditions. No loading during high wind conditions. 
• Keep the soil piles covered at all times when not in use and limiting the amount of soil 



uncovered during loading. 
• Manage soil piles to avoid steep sides or faces and minimize number of soil movements. 
• Limit size of work area. 
• Limit vehicular traffic and disturbances within work area. 
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• Load soil from the upwind side of the soil pile (i.e. west side if wind direction is easterly) or 
side farthest from the property line to reduce the amount of dust leaving the property. 



• Inspect loaded trucks for the presence of loose soil on truck bodies or on undercarriage. 
• Decontaminate trucks prior to transport using dry methods (i.e. broom or brush). 
• Ensure trucks transporting soil maintain a minimum  distance of 25 feet from the main work 



areas to reduce adherence of soil to the truck prior to transporting off-site (note this is a 
standard general requirement under SCAQMD (Rule 403) when addressing fugitive dust 
sources) 



• Ensure a minimum 6-inch freeboard (vertical space between the top of the soil and top of 
the trailer) above the soil level in a truck trailer or roll off bin as per SCAQMD 
requirements (Rule 403).  



• Cover truck trailers containing soil with tarps or other appropriate covers prior to 
transporting soils. 



• Limit vehicle speeds to 5 miles per hour (mph) or less on Site. 
• Limit loader bucket speed so that no visible dust plumes are observed. 
• Limit loader bucket drop height when loading truck trailers or bins. 



Section 6.2 Off-
Property Dust 
Control  
 



Explains that the dust control procedures used in the off-Property areas will be identical to 
those listed in Section 6.1and: 
• Soil will not be stockpiled off-Property. 
• Temporary fence with windscreen will also be used as needed to control dust levels in the 



off-Property areas. 
Section 6.3 Dust 
Monitoring 



Describes how dust will be monitored in the work zone and downwind of the work zone and 
establishes criteria that will suspend work if exceeded as follows: 
• Handheld dust meters will be used in the work area to monitor particulate concentrations 



during soil handling activities. Dust levels will be measured in the exclusion zone/work 
area every 15 minutes at a minimum.  



• Dust control procedures will be implemented if dust concentrations exceed 5 mg/m3. Soil 
handling activities will be suspended if dust concentrations in the exclusion zone/work area 
exceed 20 mg/m3. 



• Dust levels will be monitored at the downwind extent of the exclusion zone/work areas to 
ensure that contaminated dust is not migrating outside of the controlled work area. In 
accordance with SCAQMD requirements (Rule 403), dust levels on the downwind side of 
the work area must not exceed 0.05 mg/m3 of the upwind or background dust levels.  



• Stationary dust meters will be located on both the upwind and downwind side of the 
exclusion zone/work areas in order to monitor dust levels in compliance with this 
requirement.  



• Wind direction at the Site can be determined using a wind sock or portable wind meter. 
Wind speed and direction readings can additionally be downloaded from the meteorology 
station on top of the Honda Motor Company building located less than one mile from the 
Site.  



• Suspend handling of pesticide-impacted soils when wind speeds exceed 15 miles per hour 
or if downwind dust levels exceed 0.05 mg/m3 of the upwind dust levels despite dust 
control measures, soil handling activities will be suspended in order to prevent exposure to 
downwind receptors. 



• Dust monitoring data, both in the exclusion zone/work area and upwind/downwind areas, 
will be recorded and kept on file at the construction trailer and off-site office.  



• Dust monitoring data will be made available to oversight contractors, regulatory agencies 
and inspectors upon request. 



 
 
TASC encourages to the community to review the 1-page fact sheet generated by EPA that 
clarifies how dust generation will be controlled during the TGRS construction activities and also 
includes criteria that if exceeded will suspend dust generating activities. 
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TASC has reviewed the SMP and HASP and had determined that these planning documents have 
been prepared consistent with standard EPA and OSHA protocol to ensure all site construction 
activities are conducted in a manner that are protective of the TGRS construction workers. In 
addition, as required by EPA regulations and SCAQMD regulations, these planning documents 
also have established action levels and monitoring procedures at the edge of the exclusion 
zone/work area to ensure site activities do not contribute dust above background (e.g., areas 
upwind and not impacted by the site) and to address potential exposures of downwind residential 
receptors. In addition, while not required, EPA conducted a dust study to further demonstrate 
that downwind residential receptors would not be adversely affected from dust generated during 
the construction of the TGRS above background conditions. 
 
B. Monitoring of Del Amo Alley soil and other “hot spots” for VOCs 
 
According to the SMP, VOCs will be monitored during soil handling activities using standard 
protocol that includes the use of properly calibrated detectors (e.g., photoionization detector or 
PID) and monitored against appropriate criteria for the breathing zone. Records of the 
monitoring are maintained for future reference. The SMP describes in detail how VOCs will be 
monitored and controlled on-property and off-property as summarized in Table 2. 
 
Table 2: Summary of SMP Sections that Address Monitoring and Controls Used to 
Minimize Exposure to Vapors 
 



SMP Section Information Provided 
Section 6.4 Air 
Monitoring for 
VOCs 



Describes how vapors will be monitored during soil handling and establishes criteria that if 
exceeded will suspend work. During soil handling, breathing zones will be monitored as 
follows: 
• VOCs will be monitored with a PID to verify that concentrations of VOCs, most likely 



chlorobenzene, remain below 10 parts per million per volume (ppmv). 
• Work activities producing VOCs in the breathing zone should be controlled to limit 



chlorobenzene concentrations at the edge of the exclusion zone to less than 10 ppmv at all 
times.  



• All air sampling equipment will be properly calibrated each morning prior to work beginning 
and at mid-day.  



• All air sampling equipment will be in good working condition.  
• If chlorobenzene exceeds 10 ppmv at the edge of the exclusion zone/work area, work ceases. 



If nuisance odors are generated the following procedures may be used: 
• Use water as a dust suppressant. The water will be available via a water truck or a metered 



discharge from a hydrant on Site. VOCs, odors and fumes will be controlled by spraying 
water on the soil prior to beginning activities each day, as need throughout the day, and at the 
end of the day. 



• Keep the soil piles covered at all times when not in use and limit the amount of soil uncovered 
during loading. 



• Limit size of work area. 
 
TASC has reviewed the SMP and HASP and has determined that these planning documents have 
been prepared consistent with standard EPA and OSHA protocol to ensure all site construction 
activities are conducted in a manner that are protective of the TGRS construction workers. In 
addition, as required by EPA and OSHA regulations, these planning documents also have 
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established action levels and monitoring procedures at the edge of the exclusion zone/work area 
to ensure site activities do not contribute VOC concentrations above background (e.g., areas 
upwind and not impacted by the site) to address potential exposures of downwind residential 
receptors.  
 
C. What are the plans if VOCs are encountered?  



During soil handling within the work area, breathing zones will be monitored following standard 
protocol for health and safety monitoring that is conducted at sites where hazardous waste may 
be encountered. A PID is the standard equipment used to verify that concentrations of VOCs, 
most likely chlorobenzene, remain below 10 parts per million per volume (ppmv). If VOC 
concentrations are sustained ranging from 10 to 75 ppmv, workers will use respiratory 
protection. Work activities producing VOCs in the breathing zone will be controlled to limit 
chlorobenzene concentrations at the edge of the work zone to less than 10 ppmv at all times. 
Neither the public nor workers without proper health and safety training are allowed in the work 
zone. All air sampling equipment will be properly calibrated each morning prior to work 
beginning and at mid-day. All air sampling equipment will be in good working condition. In the 
event PID readings exceed 75 ppmv, soil handling activities will be suspended and appropriate 
mitigation measures will be implemented for VOCs. Additional details associated with air 
monitoring for VOCs in the breathing zone are provided in Section 5.5.2 of the HASP. In 
addition, control measures will be used to control VOC concentrations, nuisance odors or fumes 
to below action levels during the TGRS construction. In the event that VOCs, nuisance odors or 
fumes are generated by construction activities, they will be controlled by the implementation of 
appropriate procedures as described in the Table 2 above. 
 
TASC has reviewed the procedures presented in the SMP and HASP and believes that the plan 
for responding to a release of VOCs follows standard protocol except for the use of 
chlorobenzene as the indicator chemical for determining the need for work cessation if the action 
level is exceeded. TASC raises this concern because a benzene plume is comingled with the 
chlorobenzene plume. The action limit of 10 ppmv is based on chlorobenzene, which does not 
address benzene exposure even though the permissible exposure limits (PELs) for occupational 
exposure to benzene are significantly lower than chlorobenzene. Due to the presence of 
comingled plumes of chlorobenzene and benzene under the site where the TGRS will be 
constructed, TASC recommends that this issue be addressed by either developing an action-level 
for benzene as a basis for cessation of work when benzene fumes are encountered or clarify how 
an action-level for chlorobenzene is also protective for benzene exposures. 
 
D. How will trenched soils be handled?  



Section 9.1 of the SMP describes the procedures for which various wastes that will be generated 
during well drilling, trenching and grading will be handled. The procedures outlined in the SMP 
are summarized below in Table 3. Also as previously described under dust control measures in 
Table 1, it should be noted that soils generated during off-site trenching activities to install 
pipelines to extraction and injection wells will not be stock-piled off-site. 
 
 











9 
 



Table 3: Summary of SMP Sections that Address Monitoring and Controls Used to 
Minimize Exposure to Waste Generated during Well Installation, Trenching and Grading 
 



SMP Section Information Provided 
Section 9.1.1 Well 
Installation Waste 



Well installation activities will generate soil cuttings, drilling mud, decontamination water, 
purge water and general trash and be handled as follows: 
• The soil cuttings and general trash will be stored at the Montrose Property pending 



characterization disposal and/or off-Site disposal.  
• Drilling mud and purge water will be stored in 6,300 gallon or 21,000 gallon storage tanks 



near the work area pending characterization and off-Site disposal.  
• Characterization, transportation and disposal of wastes temporarily accumulated in the off-



Property areas will be less than 30 days from the date of generation. 
• All soil cuttings generated during the TGRS construction will be placed in 20-cubic yard 



closed-top roll off bins, each lined with plastic sheeting.  
• At the completion of each well, the soil bins will be staged at the Montrose Property. All 



roll-off bins will be closed and properly secured at the end of each workday. Each bin will 
be labeled using permanent ink and include: generator name and address, waste type and 
source, well identification and accumulation date.  



• Before off-Site transportation, the bins will be labeled with appropriate department of 
transportation identification and classification information. 



Section 9.1.2 
Trenching Waste 
 



• Trench soil will be transported to the Montrose Property for soil screening prior to 
backfilling the trench and be temporarily stored on-Property pending backfilling. 



• Excavated soil will be placed on an impermeable barrier base (i.e., plastic sheeting) and 
covered with plastic sheeting or other material to prevent any dust generation.  



• If significant rainfall is anticipated, the staging areas will be bermed to contain any run-off.  
• Additional field applications may involve installation of other physical barriers that 



minimize movement of materials from the Site by wind, water or any other mechanism.  
• Any excess soil from trenching that will not be used for backfilling will be characterized for 



off-Site disposal.  
• Although soils excavated during pipeline trenching are expected to be nonhazardous if 



evidence of soil contamination is detected during trenching, the soils will be segregated for 
characterization using laboratory analysis. 



Section 9.1.3 
Grading Waste  
 



Describes the procedures on how contaminated soil will be managed during grading: 
• Shallow on-Property soils expected to contain DDT will not be transported for off-Site 



disposal.  
• DDT-impacted soils will be used for re-grading and will remain at the Montrose Property; 



such areas will be bermed with sand bags to contain runoff in the event of rainfall. 
 
TASC has reviewed the SMP and HASP and had determined that these planning documents have 
been prepared consistent with standard EPA and OSHA protocol for handing waste that may be 
generated during well installation, trenching and grading.  Even if wastes are not expected to be 
characterized as hazardous waste, the planning documents have included procedures for 
characterizing the waste prior to use as backfill. Other waste will be transported to an off-site 
disposal facility. The procedures are standard protocol for handing any environmental medium if 
there is any uncertainty related to the potential presence of contamination.   
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Figure 1: Layout of the TGRS (from EPA February 2013 Presentation) 
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Section 5: Technical Comments on the November 2012 Health and Safety Plan (HASP), 
Torrance Ground Water Remediation System (TGRS) Construction 
 
Technical Comment #1 Section 5.3 Environmental Contaminant Exposure Hazards: Section 5.3 
states that “if VOCs other than those listed in Table 5-1 are detected at elevated concentrations 
likely to affect exposure levels during the TGRS construction, then this section will be updated and 
submitted as an addendum to the HASP.” TASC recommends that the HASP explain how the 
presence of VOCs other than those listed in Table 5-1 will be identified, and how it will be 
determined if these VOCs will likely affect exposure levels during TGRS construction.  
 
Technical Comment #2 HASP, Section 5.0, Chemical Hazard Assessment, Table 5-2: Table 5-2 
provides a summary of the hazardous properties of contaminants. However, the physical properties 
of the contaminants listed, such as vapor pressure, vapor density, specific gravity, solubility, flash 
point and ionization potential, are not discussed with respect to how these properties can affect 
exposure and how the contaminants would be monitored during construction activities. For 
example, the vapor density for all the VOCs listed in Table 5.2 are greater than 1.0, which 
indicates these VOCs are heavier than air; this is important because the vapors will likely be near 
the ground surface and can potentially displace oxygen within a trench. Understanding the 
flashpoint is also important as this term is often used to help characterize the fire hazards of 
liquids. The flash point is the lowest temperature at which a liquid can vaporize to form an 
ignitable mixture in air in the presence of an ignition source. As shown in Table 5-2, the flashpoint 
of benzene and chlorobenzene are relatively low compared to ambient temperatures, which 
suggests that vapors in a confined space like a trench could potentially pose a fire hazard in the 
presence of an ignition source. TASC recommends that the information presented in Table 5-2 be 
discussed in the text to provide an understanding of how these properties affect exposure. More 
importantly, this discussion would clarify how these properties affect monitoring for exposure or 
potential hazardous conditions (e.g., low oxygen levels, explosive concern) for both on-site and 
off-site construction workers. 
 
Technical Comment #3 HASP, Section 5.0, Chemical Hazard Assessment: TASC identified 
several discrepancies in the description of exposure hazards associated with each of the 
contaminants. To help resolve this, TASC recommends that a table be provided that lists each 
contaminant with its odor threshold, routes of exposure (e.g., inhalation, eye or dermal contact, 
ingestion), symptoms of exposure (i.e., related to the types of exposure expected to occur at the 
site), recommended treatment for the exposure that could occur during site construction activities 
(e.g., eye: irrigate immediately; skin: soap wash promptly; breath: respiratory support); the PELs, 
threshold limit values, short-term exposure levels, and recommended exposure limits (RELs). 
Further, TASC recommends that text be added for each chemical to explain the relevancy of the 
information in the table with respect to the activities being conducted at the site. TASC also 
recommends that a second table present the chemical/physical properties of the contaminants and 
include text that explains how these properties would impact exposure or monitoring for worker 
exposure.  
 
Technical Comment #4 HASP, Section 5.3.2, Benzene Hexachloride and Isomers: This section 
states that a California OSHA PEL is not established for benzene hexachloride (BHC). However, 
the federal OSHA has established an enforceable PEL for BHC of 0.5 mg/m3 that applies to a 
healthy worker conducting work activities 8 hours per day for a 40 hour work week. In the absence 
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of a state-established threshold limit, TASC recommends that the National OSHA PEL be included 
in the HASP and monitored to ensure the protection of workers. 
 
This section describes health effects associated with exposure to BHC, but the discussion does not 
specify what type of exposure is being referenced (e.g., inhalation, dermal contact or ingestion). 
TASC recommends that the health effects associated with the type of exposure expected to occur 
at the site (e.g., inhalation exposure to BHC entrained in dust) are the focus of the HASP to ensure 
the health effects are placed in proper perspective relative to the activities occurring at the site.  
 
Technical Comment #5 HASP, Section 5.3.3 Chlorobenzene: This section states that when workers 
were exposed to “high levels” of chlorobenzene in the air they complained of headaches, nausea, 
sleepiness, numbness and vomiting. However, the “high levels” are not specified. This statement 
does not provide useful information for the protection of workers because the concentration level 
triggering the effects is not referenced. Please see previous Technical Comment #2 for suggestions 
on communicating health effects related to exposures that may occur during site construction 
activities in order to place health effects in perspective. This comment applies to Sections 5.3.4 
through 5.3.9, which address benzene, chloroform, carbon tetrachloride, tetrachloroethylene, 
trichloroethylene and 1,4-dichlorobenzene; it is unclear whether the health effects descriptions for 
these chemicals apply to the types of conditions expected during site construction activities. 
 
Technical Comment #6 HASP, Section 5.5 Environmental Contaminant Exposure Control: This 
section states that “monitoring will consist primarily of on-site determination of various 
parameters…but may be supplemented by more sophisticated monitoring techniques, if 
necessary.” This section does not explain what decision criteria will be used to determine the need 
for more sophisticated monitoring techniques. TASC recommends that this be addressed in to 
include reasonable contingencies that could be required at a site with pesticide and VOC 
contamination. 
 
Technical Comment #7 HASP, Table 5-3 Air Monitoring Equipment and Requirements: This table 
does not include equipment that will monitor oxygen deficient environments or flammable 
environments for the protection of remediation workers. TASC recommends that this table include 
equipment that will measure lower explosive limits (LEL) and oxygen deficient environments, as 
trenching activities will take place in areas where VOC vapors may be present. 
 
Technical Comment #8 Table 5-4: Air Monitoring Action Levels (Chlorobenzene): 
This table is focused on protection of workers from chlorobenzene exposures and does not address 
benzene exposure even though the PELs for benzene are significantly lower than chlorobenzene. 
Due to the presence of comingled plumes of chlorobenzene and benzene under the site where the 
TGRS will be constructed, TASC recommends that the HA clarify how the action levels for 
chlorobenzene are also protective for benzene or other VOCs that have lower PELs (e.g., benzene, 
chloroform, carbon tetrachloride).  
 
In addition, the footnote to Table 5-4 states that TGRS construction activities are not expected to 
produce breathing zone concentrations greater than 75 parts per million (ppm) of chlorobenzene, 
but the basis for this statement is not provided. The vapor density of the VOCs at the site are all 
greater than 1.0, which indicates that vapors in a trench will likely remain within the trench 
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because they are heavier than air. TASC recommends that the additional information be included 
to support why concentrations greater than 75 ppm of chlorobenzene are not expected in a trench. 
Further, TASC recommends that the HASP address whether PID action levels for chlorobenzene 
are also protective for benzene, which is commingled with chlorobenzene in ground water under 
the site. Further, the zone location and monitoring interval for chlorobenzene is in the breathing 
zone during ground water handling activities, but trenching activities may also encounter 
chlorobenzene vapors. TASC recommends that monitoring of the trench is included in Table 5-4 to 
ensure protection of trench workers.  
 
Technical Comment #9 HASP Appendix E: Job Safety Analysis/Task Hazard Analysis: 
Throughout Appendix E, a number of job tasks identify ingestion and dermal exposure to DDT as 
potential chemical exposure hazards. However, it is unclear why inhalation would not be a 
potential exposure pathway to construction workers from the following tasks that require dust 
monitoring: 



• Sawcut, pavement breakout and removal. 
• Hollow stem auger drilling. 
• Mud rotary drilling. 
• Trench and pipe installation. 
• Grading activities. 
• Concrete replacement. 



 
TASC recommends that inhalation be listed as a potential chemical exposure hazard for any 
construction tasks that disturb the DDT, as these activities list an air-purifying respirator as safety 
equipment that may be needed. 
 
Further, the PPE requirement for sawcut, pavement breakout and removal is listed as Level D and 
includes an “appropriate respirator” for this level of protection. Level D does not require 
respiratory protection. TASC recommends that the PPE for this activity be listed as Level C, which 
requires the appropriate air-purifying respirator. Alternatively, TASC suggests the deletion of 
“appropriate respirator” from the Level D PPE and include “air-purifying respirator, if needed,” as 
other safety equipment under this job task. It should be noted that sawcut, pavement breakout and 
removal requires dust monitoring, which supports why inhalation exposure to DDT in dust is a 
chemical exposure hazard; this also supports why an appropriate respirator should be listed as 
other safety equipment potentially warranted for this work activity. 
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1. Introduction 



The purpose of this report is to summarize available data relating to the potential for vapor 



intrusion in residential neighborhoods adjacent to the Del Amo and Montrose Superfund sites in 



Torrance, California (Figure 1) and if data are sufficient, determine if there could be vapor 



intrusion occurring in homes. This review relies on documents and data collected by others in the 



course of site characterization and subsurface remediation conducted largely under the guidance of 



the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Region 9. This review was requested by the Del 



Amo Action Committee on behalf of the community surrounding the Del Amo and Montrose 



Superfund sites. This report is provided by EPA’s Technical Assistance Services for Communities 



(TASC) program, which is implemented by independent technical and environmental consultants. 



Its contents do not necessarily reflect the policies, actions or positions of EPA. L. Everett & 



Associates of Santa Barbara, California, served as the technical experts for this review. 



 As described below, we found that volatile organic compounds (VOCs) from the Del Amo waste 



pits, the comingled groundwater plume and/or benzene-rich light non-aqueous phase liquid 



(LNAPL) pose a potential (but unquantified) risk for vapor intrusion to nearby homes. A more 



complete evaluation, including field testing, is warranted in order to better understand the nature 



and extent of this risk. 



1.1 Site Description 



The Del Amo Superfund Site was formerly a synthetic rubber manufacturing plant which operated 



from 1943 until 1972. Originally built to produce synthetic rubber during World War II and owned 



by the United States government, the 280-acre site included a styrene plant operated by Dow 



Chemical Company, a butadiene plant operated by Shell Oil Company and a synthetic rubber plant 



operated by U.S. Rubber Company, Goodyear Tire & Rubber Company and others. In 1955, the 



United States government sold all three plants to Shell Oil Company and Shell continued to operate 



these plants until 1971. The chemical infrastructure has been removed and most of the former Del 



Amo plant property has since been developed as an industrial park. 



Operators of the Del Amo plant released hazardous substances into the environment, which caused 



soil and groundwater contamination beneath the site. Some of the Del Amo waste was disposed at 
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the waste pits located along Del Amo Boulevard. The waste pits consisted of four unlined 



evaporation ponds and six unlined waste pits; contamination was eventually discovered in the 



waste pit disposal area and underlying soils. Groundwater beneath the site is also contaminated 



with LNAPL and dissolved contaminants. Benzene is the predominant contaminant encountered in 



groundwater beneath the Del Amo site. 



In September 2002, the former Del Amo plant was placed on the EPA National Priorities List 



(NPL). The Del Amo Superfund Site is divided into three operable units, or OUs: 



• OU-1 – Soil and NAPL 



• OU-2 – Waste Pits 



• OU-3 – Dual Site Groundwater 



Montrose Chemical Corporation of California manufactured DDT (dichloro-diphenyl-



trichloroethane) from 1947 until 1982 at a 13-acre plant located west of the Del Amo Site. The 



plant was dismantled and demolished by 1983. Like Del Amo, the Montrose facility released 



hazardous substances into the surrounding environment, including soil and groundwater, as well as 



sewers and stormwater drainage ditches which ultimately transported DDT to the Pacific Ocean. 



Chlorobenzene is the most abundant volatile organic compound (VOC) that persists in the 



subsurface from Montrose releases. Soil and groundwater beneath the former Montrose plant also 



contains dense non-aqueous phase liquid (DNAPL) consisting largely of a mixture of 



chlorobenzene and DDT. In groundwater, the chlorobenzene plume has migrated into multiple 



aquifer units and extends for more than 1.5 miles downgradient of the former Montrose property. 



This plume is comingled with the benzene plume originating at the Del Amo site and with 



trichloroethene (TCE) that originates largely from the Jones Chemical portion of the Montrose site 



(described below). 



In addition to the Montrose operations, Jones Chemicals Industries leased five acres generally 



south and immediately adjacent to the Montrose plant from at least 1963 until 1968. Jones 



manufactured and repackaged water treatment compounds and other chemicals. Among those 



chemicals, Jones handled various solvents, including tetrachloroethene (PCE). Chlorinated VOCs 



including PCE and TCE have been identified in the subsurface at the Jones property and an 



investigation is currently underway by the site owner. 
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EPA proposed the Montrose Site for the NPL in 1984, and the site was listed in 1989. The 



Montrose Superfund Site includes the 13-acre former Montrose plant, the 5-acre Jones property, 



and off-site areas impacted by former plant operations. It is divided into seven OUs, four of which 



focus on DDT and three of which address VOC contamination in soil, soil vapor, groundwater and 



DNAPL.   



1.2 Overview of Vapor Intrusion  



The phrase "soil vapor intrusion" refers to the process by which volatile chemicals migrate from a 



subsurface source into the indoor air of buildings. In the last decade there has been a growing 



awareness of the potential risks posed by vapor intrusion at contaminated sites. This evolving 



understanding of vapor intrusion is probably why the risk of vapor intrusion in neighboring homes 



was not studied earlier in the history of environmental investigations at these sites. 



A schematic illustration of this phenomenon is provided in Figure 2. Soil vapor is the air found in 



the pore spaces between soil particles. In nature, soil vapor consists of benign atmospheric 



compounds like oxygen, nitrogen and carbon dioxide. However, soil vapor can become impacted at 



contaminated sites when volatile chemicals evaporate from subsurface sources. Subsurface sources 



of volatile chemicals can include groundwater or soil that contains VOCs; non-aqueous phase 



liquid (LNAPL or DNAPL); buried wastes; and/or underground storage tanks or drums. 



In soil above the water table, some of the pore space will be filled with water and some will be 



filled with air. Contaminated soil vapor can migrate from source areas through the air-filled 



porosity by diffusion or advection or both. Primarily because of a difference between interior and 



exterior pressures, soil vapor can enter a building through cracks or perforations in slabs or 



basement floors and walls and through penetrations where pipes and electrical wires go through the 



foundation. Heating, ventilation or air-conditioning systems and/or the operation of large 



mechanical appliances (e.g., exhaust fans, dryers, etc.) may create a negative pressure that can draw 



soil vapor into the building. This process is similar to how radon gas enters buildings from the 



subsurface. 



If contaminated soil vapor enters a building, indoor air quality will be affected. Although the 



migration pathway of vapors into buildings generally follows a vertical pathway, the subsurface 



source of the contaminated vapor (e.g., contaminated soil or groundwater) does not need to be 



directly beneath a structure to cause an impact. Sites have varying degrees of uncertainty regarding 



 
Residential Vapor Intrusion Risk near the Montrose and Del Amo Superfund Sites 



3 











 



the location and extent of contaminant plumes, plus some degree of lateral migration in the 



subsurface is possible, depending on the hydrogeologic and atmospheric conditions. According to 



the American Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM) Standard E2600, “Vapor Encroachment 



Screening on Property Involved in Real Estate Transactions,” a vapor encroachment screening 



should evaluate areas of concern up to one-third mile away from the property of interest as possible 



sources of vapor encroachment.  



Soil vapor intrusion and human exposure. Humans occupying a structure such as a home or 



workplace can be exposed to contaminated soil vapor if it is drawn into a structure. Inhalation is 



the primary route of exposure. Both documented and potential exposures are considered when 



evaluating the risk of soil vapor intrusion at a VOC site. The potential for exposure is highest when 



volatile chemicals are measured in the vapor phase near or beneath a building, but may not have 



affected indoor air quality due to site conditions at the time of measurement. Potential exposures 



also exist when there is a chance that subsurface contamination (such as impacted groundwater) 



may migrate beneath existing buildings in the future, when indoor air is affected but the building is 



currently unoccupied, or when there is a chance that new buildings can be built over existing 



subsurface vapor contamination. 



Exposure to a volatile chemical due to vapor intrusion does not necessarily indicate a significant 



risk to human health. Whether or not a person experiences health effects depends on numerous 



factors, including the concentration of the chemical in the indoor air (i.e., dose),1 length of 



exposure, the frequency of exposure, the toxicity of the volatile chemical, the individual's 



sensitivity to the chemical and synergistic effects of multiple chemicals. 



Factors affecting soil vapor migration and intrusion. Predicting the extent of soil vapor 



contamination from soil or groundwater contamination, as well as the potential for human exposure 



from soil vapor intrusion into buildings, is complicated by factors that affect soil vapor migration 



and intrusion. For example, soil vapor contaminant plumes do not perfectly mimic groundwater 



contaminant plumes because different factors affect the migration pattern of each phase. In addition 



to heating, ventilation and air conditioning (HVAC) systems, the operation of kitchen vents in 



restaurants or elevators in office buildings may induce pressure gradients that result in the 



migration of vapor-phase contaminants away from VOC-impacted soil or groundwater and toward 



1 More accurately, the risk is related to the range of concentrations experienced. Temporal variability of 
vapor concentrations also affects cumulative level of exposure. 
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these buildings. This is similar to how pumping of production wells or water supply wells draws 



groundwater away from its natural flow path.  



Factors that can affect soil vapor migration and intrusion generally fall into two categories: 



environmental and building factors. Examples of environmental factors are provided in Table 1, 



and examples of building factors in Table 2. Because of these factors, the concentration of 



contaminants in indoor air can be quite variable with respect to time and repeated or continuous 



monitoring is generally required to understand this variability and quantify actual exposure levels 



on a site by site basis (Kram, Morris & Everett, 2011; DTSC, 2011).   
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2. Vapor Intrusion Evaluation 



As stated previously, the purpose of this report is to summarize available data relating to the 



potential for vapor intrusion in residential neighborhoods adjacent to the Del Amo and Montrose 



Superfund sites, and if data is sufficient, determine if there could be vapor intrusion occurring in 



homes. As such, the actual on-site conditions at the Superfund sites are indirectly relevant to this 



study. In particular, if there were no indications of vapor intrusion risk on the sites themselves, this 



would suggest minimal risk to off-site homes. Similarly, a demonstrated vapor intrusion risk on the 



sites themselves suggests−but does not prove−there could be an off-site problem. As summarized 



below, the Del Amo site poses measurable risk to human health from vapor intrusion into on-site 



structures. The Montrose site has similar problems although the risk assessment that could better 



quantify the resulting risk has not yet been performed. These conditions may translate to off-site 



risk by at least two mechanisms: (1) volatilization from impacted soil and LNAPL on-site, 



followed by lateral migration, particularly in the area of the Del Amo waste pits into the nearby 



residential neighborhoods; and (2) off-gassing from contaminated groundwater that has already 



migrated into residential areas. 



2.1 On-Site Conditions—Del Amo Superfund Site 



In 2004, California Department of Health Services (CDHS) and the federal Agency for Toxic 



Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR) determined that vapor intrusion constituted a potential 



risk to the health of on-site commercial occupants on the redeveloped Del Amo site (CDHS, 2004):  



“Soil gas data gathered from the developed portion of the site indicate that 
chemicals present in the soil may be pulled into a structure… benzene, toluene, 
ethylbenzene, and the xylenes were detected in many of the soil gas samples. 
Detected at a lesser extent, but still highly prevalent, were many chlorinated 
solvents, such as tetrachloroethylene, trichloroethylene, and 1,1,1-trichloroethane. 
Other VOCs related to Del Amo activities also were detected in many soil gas 
samples (1,2,4-trimethylbenzene, 4-ethyltoluene, cyclohexane, and styrene). 



As described in a previous section, a contaminated groundwater plume exists under 
a large part of the developed portion of the site. In some places the contamination 
is so great that there is a layer of contamination that has separated from the water. 
This allows LNAPL to evaporate and pass through the soil to ground level, where 
it might be pulled into the nearby building” (CDHS, p. 25). 
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This was a fair, although perhaps understated conclusion considering that the soil vapor 



concentrations detected at the Del Amo site were exceptionally high. For example, benzene was 



detected at concentrations up to 13,000,000 μg/m3 with a mean of 88,940 μg/m3 for all sample 



detections. These are exceptionally high concentrations when compared to the California Human 



Health Screening Level (CHHSL) for benzene of 122 μg/m3 for shallow soil vapor in commercial 



settings and 36.2 μg/m3 for shallow soil vapor in residential settings. Similarly, TCE was detected 



at concentrations up to 2,872,000 μg/m3 with a mean of 9,159 μg/m3 for all sample detections. The 



CHHSLs for TCE are 1,770 μg/m3 for shallow soil vapor in commercial settings and 528 μg/m3 for 



shallow soil vapor in residential settings. PCE was also detected frequently in soil gas at the Del 



Amo site, with concentrations up to 1,426,000 μg/m3 and a mean of 9,013 μg/m3. The CHHSLs for 



PCE are 603 μg/m3 for shallow soil vapor in commercial settings and 180 μg/m3 for shallow soil 



vapor in residential settings. CDHS concluded that “the site may currently pose a long-term public 



health hazard to occupants of buildings located above soil containing LNAPL.” (CDHS, 2004, pp. 



2-3).  



A baseline risk assessment was conducted for the Del Amo site in 2006 (Geosyntec and URS, 



2006). This study calculated indoor air risk (excess cancer risk greater than 1 x 10-6 and/or 



noncarcinogenic hazard index greater than 1.0) to commercial workers at 12 on-site locations 



(called “exposure areas of potential concern” or EAPCs in this report) and at 20 locations under a 



hypothetical future residential land use scenario. These findings were followed up in 2009 by 



subslab sampling under five structures on the redeveloped Del Amo site (URS, 2009). The 



following 18 VOCs were detected under one or more of the buildings: 



• Acetone • 2-butanone 
• Toluene • 4-ethyltoluene 
• chloroform • 1,3,5-trimethylbenzene 
• Freon 11 • 1,2,4-trimethylbenzene 
• Freon 12 • PCE 
• Freon 113 • TCE 
• Ethylbenzene • trans-1,2-dichloroethene 
• xylenes • cis-1,2-dichloroethene 
• 1,1,1-trichloroethane • 1,1-dichloroethane 



 



VOCs under three of the five buildings exceeded the screening criteria used in this study of 100 



times the indoor air CHHSL for at least one VOC (URS, 2009). The 2011 Record of Decision 



(ROD) calls for engineered systems for two of the three buildings to control vapor intrusion. 



Aromatic compounds like benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene and xylenes (BTEX) were detected in 
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subslab samples from every building, yet in the technical memorandum reporting these results, the 



consultant for Shell and Dow stated:  



“benzene does not represent a vapor intrusion risk for building occupants.2 These 
results are consistent with URS’ experience indicating that aromatic hydrocarbons 
such as benzene are rarely present at significant concentrations near the ground 
surface (within approximately two feet) due to aerobic biodegradation processes 
that breakdown the benzene relatively rapidly.” 



It is true that BTEX compounds tend to be biodegradable, but in our professional opinion, the 



presence of these substances under every building tested indicates that aromatic hydrocarbons do 



present a vapor intrusion risk at this site. This is especially the case considering that only a single 



set of subslab samples were collected from these areas, thus temporal variability of subslab (and 



resulting indoor air) concentrations in these areas are unknown.  



2.2 On-Site Conditions—Del Amo Waste Pits 



The Del Amo waste-pit area comprises five acres on the southern end of the site. The waste-pit 



area was covered with fill material in the late 1960s and 1970s. The thickness of the cover material 



ranges from 1 foot to 8 feet. Waste and contaminated soil in the disposal area contain high 



concentrations of chemicals, primarily polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) and VOCs. 



LNAPL may also be present under the waste pits, based on high levels of dissolved benzene and 



other VOCs in the underlying groundwater. EPA estimates that 30,000 cubic yards of waste, 



weighing more than 34 million pounds, still remain in the former waste-pit area. Investigations at 



the waste pits did not go smoothly at first. In 1994, EPA issued a Notice of Tentative Disapproval 



to the potentially responsible parties (PRPs) for the feasibility studies related to the Waste Pits 



Area. EPA deemed the work unacceptable due to its "overall poor quality, inaccurate or 



inappropriate assumptions, and inaccurate and unfounded conclusions" (EPA, 1997, p. 8). 



In spite of these problems, an engineered cap was ultimately installed over the waste pits to 



minimize infiltration of rainfall and collect gas from beneath the cap.  A soil vapor extraction 



(SVE) system was installed to recover VOC vapors from the soil. While this was a reasonable 



remedy selection from the perspective of cost (digging up and removing the contamination would 



have cost much more) one consequence of this cost-saving strategy is that it leaves a large volume 



of toxic substances in the ground in a location surrounded on three sides by residential 



2 This statement referred specifically to 19901 South Hamilton Avenue. 
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neighborhoods. Because so little of the contamination has been removed, the waste pits are an 



ongoing and essentially perpetual source of VOCs that could constitute a vapor intrusion risk for 



nearby structures. There are homes directly south of 204th Street, directly east of South New 



Hampshire Avenue and directly east of the buyout area (south of Del Amo Boulevard; see below 



for more information). Some of these homes are near the waste pit area and others are within a few 



hundred feet of the former waste pits. 



In the late 1990s, 65 properties containing 55 houses south of the waste pits were purchased by the 



Del Amo responsible parties. The homes have subsequently been demolished and there are hopes 



the property can be converted to a park. This park redevelopment has been delayed by repeated 



findings of soil and groundwater contamination on these parcels as well as ownership and funding 



issues. The environmental concerns relating to this buyout were mostly elevated metals, DDT and 



PAHs. In 1994, EPA collected indoor air samples from properties on West 204th Street (most, if not 



all, of these homes were subsequently demolished). Benzene was detected in indoor air in many of 



the homes. The highest benzene levels were found in 1051 W. 204th Street and 1063R W. 204th 



Street, with concentrations of 12 ppb and 9 ppb respectively (ATSDR, 1995). The remaining 



homes had benzene concentrations of 1.3 ppb or less. The two high detections have been attributed 



to sources other than vapor intrusion such as household products (CADHS, 2004, p. 35). However, 



in hindsight, even the lower benzene concentrations detected in indoor air in these homes were 



high enough to be of concern. For example, 1.3 ppb (by volume) of benzene is equivalent to about 



4.2 micrograms per cubic meter (ug/m3). The CHHSL, or California screening level for benzene in 



residential indoor air is 0.084 ug/m3. CHHSLs were not published until 2005, so the levels 



measured in 1994 were not recognized as being problematic.  



It has been suggested that the SVE system at the Waste Pits Area controls migration of VOCs in 



soil vapor, thus protecting against vapor intrusion into nearby homes (CH2MHill, 2012). While it is 



generally true that SVE can be helpful for mitigating vapor intrusion, the waste pit SVE system 



was not designed with this purpose in mind, and thus may not be a reliable remedy for vapor 



intrusion. As stated in the ROD (USEPA, 1997), the objective of the SVE system is to protect 



groundwater from contaminants that migrate out of the pits or contaminated soil under the pits. 



This is why the SVE wells are screened in the deeper soil (from the capillary fringe to the bottom 



of the waste pits). In addition, the SVE wells are apparently operated cyclically (i.e. certain wells 



are operated for a period of time, then are dormant while other wells are operated; EPA, 2010a, p. 



4-5). When operating in this manner, there is no effort to−or ability to−maintain a continuous 
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vacuum field in the vadose zone, thus there is not comprehensive capture of soil vapor across the 



site. In the ROD, there is no mention of utilizing SVE to protect against vapor intrusion and there 



are no performance standards for controlling, capturing or monitoring shallow soil vapor.  



2.3 On-Site Conditions—Montrose Superfund Site 



The principal contaminant of concern at Montrose is DDT which is not very volatile, thus vapor 



intrusion is not generally considered a potential exposure pathway for DDT; however, vapor 



intrusion is considered a concern for the VOCs from Montrose and Jones. 



A soil vapor survey was conducted at the Montrose Superfund Site in 2003 (Earth Tech, 2004). A 



number of VOCs were found in shallow soil vapor and chlorobenzene, chloroform and PCE were 



detected at levels in excess of their respective CHHSLs or EPA Regional Screening Levels (RSLs). 



Another soil vapor survey was conducted along the northern property boundary of the Montrose 



site and off site to the north (AECOM, 2012). As in the earlier sampling survey, numerous VOCs 



were detected. In this portion of the site, chloroform, carbon tetrachloride, PCE and TCE exceeded 



their respective screening levels, indicating a potential human health risk to site workers from 



exposure to these chemicals. Montrose apparently collected indoor air samples in 2011 from three 



warehouses off site to the north. As of the date of this report, these data were still undergoing EPA 



review and had not been released to the public. 



For the Jones Chemical portion of the Montrose Superfund Site, a human health screening 



evaluation was performed as part of a 1995 Preliminary Endangerment Assessment (PEA). This 



work indicated that vapor intrusion risks at the Jones property may exceed target regulatory levels 



for residential land use (Levine-Fricke, 1995). In 2011 and 2012, Arcadis, a contractor for Jones 



Chemical, conducted soil vapor sampling at the Jones Chemical portion of the Montrose Superfund 



Site (Montrose OU-7). Findings revealed numerous chlorinated VOCs in soil vapor in excess of 



CHHSL and/or EPA RSL screening levels. PCE was the most widespread of these chemicals in 



soil vapor (Arcadis, 2012a). Indoor air sampling on the Jones Chemical site in 2011 showed 



elevated indoor air concentrations of many of the same chemicals found in shallow soil vapor 



(Arcadis, 2012b) and a human health screening evaluation calculated risks to commercial 



occupants in excess of target levels. Further work is planned for Jones Chemical, including an 



expanded off-site soil vapor survey (CH2MHill, 2012).    
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2.4  Off-Site Conditions 



As summarized in the subsections above, conditions under portions of the Montrose and Del Amo 



Superfund sites are conducive to vapor intrusion into on-site structures and soil vapor and/or indoor 



air concentrations are high enough to pose a health risk to commercial workers at the site and to 



future occupants of the site. The existence of on-site risks does not guarantee off-site risks, but it 



indicates that such risks are possible if a sufficient mass of VOCs is able to migrate off site. 



Therefore it is prudent to fully investigate the off-site risk of vapor intrusion.  



In our opinion and based on the totality of data available to us, the source areas constituting the 



principal risks for off-site vapor intrusion are the Del Amo waste pits and the comingled 



groundwater plume that extends south of the two Superfund sites (Montrose and Del Amo OU-3, 



Dual Site Groundwater). These sources will remain potent pockets of contamination within the 



community essentially forever. For example, a recent feasibility study for remediation of the 



DNAPL component of groundwater impacts estimated that a remediation program would require 



between 3,100 and 5,400 years (AECOM, 2011). These estimates assume a program of active 



remediation for DNAPL is implemented. As of this writing, there is no active remediation of either 



the DNAPL or LNAPL zones although such actions are envisioned for sometime in the future:  



EPA is preparing a cleanup plan to address DNAPL remediation and a remediation plan for 



LNAPL has been selected. A direct consequence of EPA’s decision to declare that the groundwater 



contamination is so severe that there are no practical technical solutions for cleanup of these areas, 



therefore instituting a “Technical Impracticability Zone,” is that EPA long ago stopped considering 



how this contamination could be removed from the groundwater under the surrounding residences.  



Due to the fact that remediation efforts for the two Superfund sites are not designed to reduce the 



toxicity or mass of contaminants in the waste pits and groundwater in any substantive way (the 



respective remedies for each of these areas are containment strategies, designed to prevent the soil 



and groundwater impacts from spreading), and due to the fact these chemicals will remain in place 



for many centuries, if not millennia, it is important to ensure that leaving contamination in the 



subsurface in and near residential areas is not posing an unreasonable vapor intrusion risk to 



residents from exposure to VOCs. The groundwater is unsafe to drink,3 and local residents receive 



3 EPA performed risk calculations for the hypothetical scenario in which residents did drink this groundwater 
and calculated incremental lifetime cancer risks as high as 1.3 x 10-1 which is 100,000 times higher than the 
typical target risk of 1 x 10-6. EPA also calculated a noncancer hazard index of up to 12,724 which is 
thousands of times higher than the typical target hazards index of 1.0 (EPA, 1999). As shown on Figures 8-1a 
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water from municipal water supplies, not from the local aquifer. The question remains whether it is 



safe to live over such a plume due to indirect exposures such as vapor intrusion. 



A network of 12 vapor monitoring wells around the perimeter of the Del Amo waste pits. Sampling 



in 2000, 2006 and 2008 (EPA unpublished data) found repeated occurrences of benzene and other 



VOCs in perimeter wells. For example, Perimeter Well A had 53,000 ug/m3 of benzene and 



Perimeter Well J had 13,000 ug/m3 of benzene in March 2000, although it is noted that sampling in 



2003 and 2006 showed generally lower concentrations of benzene in these wells. The vapor wells 



are still sampled periodically (some wells are sampled monthly and others are sampled quarterly) 



but in recent years VOCs have been measured with a photoionization detector (PID) which is a 



hand-held field instrument. PID field monitoring is convenient and inexpensive, but unfortunately, 



it does not identify individual VOCs so we cannot know exactly which VOCs are in the vapors 



being measured at these wells. Perimeter well data from 2008 and 2009 indicated VOC 



concentrations ranged from 0.0 to 2.3 parts per million by volume (ppmv).4 In its Five-Year 



Review, EPA concluded: 



“The continued low concentrations of VOCs detected at the perimeter wells 
indicate good control of injected air volumes, that the cover system is performing 
as designed, and that the contaminated soil vapors are not migrating beyond the 
cap boundaries.” (EPA, 2010, p. 6-5). 



We do not fully agree with this conclusion. First, it is not clear how perimeter vapor monitoring 



provides any information about performance of the cover system which is designed to reduce the 



infiltration of rain water and is not directly related to vapor migration. More importantly for this 



report, the measured VOC concentrations in perimeter wells are not sufficiently low to assuage all 



concern about vapor migration. Benzene, a known human carcinogen, is a major constituent of 



vapors off-gassing from the waste pits (CH2MHill, 2012). We do not know precisely how much of 



through 8-1g of the ROD, these elevated risks extend at least 3,000 feet south of the Superfund sites, well 
into the neighboring residential areas. 
4 This reported range excludes a sampling event on June 26, 2008 which measured higher VOC 
concentrations (up to 87 ppmv) than are typically encountered at these wells. The consultant for the Del Amo 
responsible parties hypothesized that these high values could be due to equipment error. An alternative 
explanation is that this sampling event may have measured a transient event in which a pulse of VOCs 
escaped from the waste pits, perhaps due to favorable atmospheric conditions. We advise careful 
consideration of the alternative explanation before discarding these data outliers. This would be a prudent 
step, especially since the data to be discarded (if valid) suggest significant transient releases of contamination 
could be occurring from the Del Amo waste pits.  
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the VOCs being detected in perimeter wells consists of benzene because of the PID’s inability to 



identify specific compounds. In the worst-case scenario, if all of the VOCs measured in perimeter 



wells consisted of benzene, a concentration of 2.3 ppmv would correspond to 7,468 μg/m3 of 



benzene (considering the high levels of benzene found in the early and mid-2000s when more 



complete analyses were conducted, it is reasonable to be concerned that concentrations in this 



range persist in shallow soil gas around the perimeter of the waste pits). For comparison, the 



shallow soil gas CHHSL for benzene is only 36.2 μg/m3 in a residential land use scenario. Even if 



benzene made up only 10% of the total VOCs detected in perimeter wells, the concentration of 



benzene would be approximately 747 μg/m3, still well in excess of the California CHHSL. This 



uncertainty in benzene concentrations in soil vapor at perimeter wells of the Del Amo waste pits 



should be resolved by suspending use of PIDs for periodic monitoring and analyzing samples from 



these wells using standard EPA analytical methods that are capable of identifying individual 



compounds such as EPA 8260 or TO-14. These findings indicate that further investigation into 



vapor migration from the waste pits is warranted.  



The potential for vapor intrusion from contaminated groundwater is greatest from dissolved VOC 



contamination in the shallowest or water table groundwater unit. Deeper groundwater (even if 



contaminated) has little potential for off-gassing of VOCs and the shallow groundwater will 



generally trap any upwardly migrating VOC vapors from deeper groundwater. Figure 3 shows the 



interpreted extent of groundwater plumes originating from the Del Amo and Montrose Superfund 



Sites. The groundwater plume consists of comingled benzene (largely from Del Amo), 



chlorobenzene (largely from Montrose) and TCE (largely from the Jones Chemical portion of 



Montrose). Much of the chlorobenzene contamination is found in deeper portions of the aquifer. 



Figure 4 is a map showing an interpretation of the extent of the comingled plume in the shallowest 



aquifer. This less extensive zone of impact (compared to deeper groundwater) is most relevant to 



the question of vapor intrusion. The shallowest aquifer is 40-60 feet below ground surface. This is 



a favorable depth with respect to mitigating vapor intrusion risk because soil vapor must migrate 



through a fairly thick interval of vadose zone before reaching homes. This, in turn, provides an 



opportunity for biodegradation and attenuation that tends to cause reductions in concentrations of 



VOCs like BTEX that are biodegradable in aerobic conditions during transit through the vadose 



zone. (This process is not as important for chlorinated VOCs like TCE and PCE because they are 



not readily biodegradable in oxygen-rich environments.) The vadose zone soils are heterogeneous, 



consisting of interbedded layers of generally fine-grained sediments such as silt, clay and silty 
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sand. Compared to homogeneous soil profiles, this also tends to favor greater attenuation of 



contamination in the vadose zone because soil vapor often must take circuitous pathways when 



rising through the vadose zone, thus providing greater opportunity for biodegradation and 



attenuation.  



Concentrations of chlorobenzene in groundwater southeast of the Montrose site (up to 2,900 



micrograms per liter [μg/L]) significantly exceed the EPA screening level of 410 μg/L for vapor 



intrusion risk from VOCs in groundwater (EPA Vapor Intrusion Screening Level tool).5 Similarly, 



concentrations of TCE in groundwater south of the Jones Chemical site are as high as 530 μg/L 



which is over 500 times higher than the EPA screening level of 1.1 μg/L for vapor intrusion risk 



from VOCs in groundwater. Finally, portions of the off-site comingled plume contain benzene 



concentrations well in excess of the EPA screening level of approximately 2 μg/L for vapor 



intrusion risk from VOCs in groundwater. The EPA screening levels do not account for variables 



such as depth to groundwater or structural features of overlying homes so these exceedences are 



not proof that a vapor intrusion problem exists in the southern neighborhoods. They are, however, 



an indication of a potential problem that seems to require additional investigation.  



CH2MHill (2012) suggested that the 2004 Final Public Health Assessment for the Del Amo 



Superfund Site (CDHS, 2004) has demonstrated that off-gassing from VOCs in groundwater does 



not pose a public health hazard. Unfortunately, the 2004 evaluation used groundwater data from 



only two sample locations to conduct modeling to estimate corresponding indoor air 



concentrations. The first well (SWL0049) is on the western portion of the comingled plume near 



Normandie Avenue and Del Amo Boulevard, where the plume is dominated by chlorobenzene. The 



second well (SWL0057) is on the eastern side of the plume on New Hampshire Avenue, near 



Milton Street. This portion of the groundwater plume is dominated by benzene. As shown in Figure 



4, monitoring well SWL0057 is south of the current extent of benzene in the comingled plume. We 



have not researched whether the extent of the plume was greater in 2004 than it is now, but under 



current conditions, SWL0057 is not an appropriate sampling location to better understand vapor 



intrusion risk. Such an evaluation should focus on the higher concentration zones in shallow 



groundwater, not low concentration zones, which would underestimate the potential health risk. 



The well in the western zone is within the high concentration zone for chlorobenzene, however the 



recent groundwater concentration of 2,900 is higher than concentrations recorded for this well in 



5 Accessed from www.epa.gov/oswer/vaporintrusion/guidance.html on January 4, 2013). 
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the late 1990s and early 2000s. While possibly useful at the time, CDHS’s 2004 sampling locations 



are not sufficient for assessing vapor intrusion risk today.  
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3. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS  



The available data from the Del Amo and Montrose Superfund sites are sufficient to determine that 



there is a risk of vapor intrusion occurring in neighboring homes. High concentrations of volatile 



contaminants in soil vapor have been detected on the Del Amo and Montrose Superfund sites. 



VOCs are routinely detected in perimeter vapor wells at the Del Amo waste pits, but the abundance 



of benzene (and/or other chemicals) is not known. This finding indicates that vapor migration of 



VOCs from the Del Amo waste pits poses a potential (but unquantified) risk for vapor intrusion to 



nearby structures. Chlorobenzene, TCE and benzene concentrations in the groundwater plume 



south of the Del Amo and Montrose Superfund sites are high enough to pose a potential (but 



unquantified) risk of vapor intrusion. There are factors at this site such as depth to groundwater and 



biodegradability of benzene that tend to protect against uncontrolled vapor migration, however, 



considering the essentially permanent presence of VOC contamination in and near the residential 



area south of the Superfund sites, it is reasonable and prudent to conduct a more thorough 



investigation of this issue.  



As part of such an investigation, we recommend that homes within a few hundred feet of these 



zones of contamination be further evaluated for vapor intrusion. A work plan should be prepared to 



propose specific sampling locations, document the sampling and analysis plan and data evaluation 



protocols. We recommend that the evaluation include between five and ten representative 



residential properties distributed across the area of concern. All homes should be tested for subslab 



vapor using standard vapor sampling protocols. We recommend installation of permanent sampling 



ports to allow repeat sampling. We believe at least two or three of the homes should be monitored 



with nested soil vapor probes screened at approximately 5-foot intervals from just above the water 



table to 5 feet below ground surface. We recommend that these homes also be outfitted with 



continuous monitoring devices to measure temporal variability of subslab vapor concentrations. If 



subslab vapor concentrations suggest an unacceptable risk, then we would recommend following 



up with indoor air sampling and possibly expanding the vapor sampling program to all potentially 



affected homes. 



Implementing a vapor intrusion investigation in the neighborhoods south of the Del Amo and 



Montrose Superfund sites would allow interested parties to better quantify the factors noted in this 
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report and determine with direct measurement whether or not the risk to human health from vapor 



intrusion is a significant issue. 
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Table 1
Environmental Factors Affecting Soil Vapor Intrusion



Environmental Factor Description



Soil type



Dry, coarse-grained soil is more conducive to migration of subsurface 
vapors; saturated and/or fine-grained soil generally retards migration. 
Seasonal variability of soil moisture is one reason vapor intrusion rates 
can be highly variable with respect to time.



VOC concentration



Higher VOC concentrations in the source area (soil or groundwater) result 
in higher concentrations offgassing to soil vapor, thus higher risk. LNAPL 
and DNAPL are extreme examples of the concentration effect because 
they are essentially pure VOC. 



Source location



Structures that are closer to the source area have higher risk of vapor 
intrusion than structures that are laterally distant. Similarly, shallow soil or 
groundwater contamination poses a greater risk for vapor intrusion than 
deep contamination.



Groundwater conditions



Contamination in a deeper groundwater unit overlain by clean shallow 
groundwater does not generally pose a risk for vapor intrusion. Seasonal 
or longer-term fluctuations in groundwater elevations can exacerbate risk 
during periods of shallow groundwater and subsequently mitigate risk if 
water levels later decline. 



Low permeability layers



Bedrock fractures increase the risk of vapor intrusion because the air 
permeability of the fractures can be much greater than the permeability of 
the rock matrix. Fractures in clay layers can also facilitate vapor 
migration.



Fractures in bedrock and/or 
clay soil



Bedrock fractures increase the risk of vapor intrusion because the air 
permeability of the fractures can be much greater than the permeability of 
the rock matrix. Fractures in clay layers can also facilitate vapor 
migration.



Underground conduits
Sewers, utility lines, drains, septic systems and other engineered 
subsurface structures are often placed in highly permeable backfill. These 
features can serve as preferential pathways for vapor migration.



Weather conditions
Barometric pressure, wind and thermal differences between the 
atmosphere and surrounding soil induce pressure gradients that affect 
the rate of vapor migration and, thus, magnitude of vapor intrusion.



Biodegradation



Some VOCs are more biodegradable than others in typical subsurface 
conditions. For example, petroleum hydrocarbons are generally more 
biodegradable than chlorinated solvents. The rate of biodegradation is 
highly dependent on site-specific conditions, including soil moisture, 
oxygen levels, pH, temperature, availability of micronutrients, and nature 
of natural microbial populations in the soil. Readily biodegradable VOCs 
generally migrate a shorter distance from source areas because they are 
more rapidly depleted by natural microbes in the soil or groundwater.



Source: Adapted from New York State DOH Soil Vapor Intrusion Guidance, 2006











Table 2
Structural Factors Affecting Soil Vapor Intrusion



Structural Factor Description



HVAC or other air-moving 
systems 



Operation of HVAC systems, fireplaces, exhaust fans, etc. can create a 
pressure differential between the air inside a building and the surrounding 
soil. This pressure gradient creates the potential for contaminated soil 
vapor to migrate toward and into the building. 



Heating



When doors and windows are closed and a building is heated, the 
temperature difference between indoor and outdoor air creates a stack 
effect, venting warm air from the upper part of the building. This effect 
can enhance vapor intrusion because air is drawn into the building to 
replace the warm air lost to the outside.



Air exchange rate



The rate at which air is circulated through a building and exchanged with 
outside air can affect the rate of vapor intrusion. Newer construction is 
often designed with lower air exchange rates for purposes of energy 
conservation. This can result in accumulation of VOCs from vapor 
intrusion.



Foundation type



The thickness of the foundation slab and presence of a basement or 
crawl space all affect the transfer of soil vapor into the building. The 
presence of engineered fill and/or builder's sand can also affect the 
migration of vapors from underlying soil.



Foundation integrity
Expansion joints, cracks, holes, cavities all have the potential to enhance 
the migration of vapors from underlying soil.



Foundation penetrations
Foundation perforations for electrical, gas, sewer or water lines, sumps or 
drains all have the potential to create preferential pathways for vapor 
intrusion.



Source: Adapted from New York State DOH Soil Vapor Intrusion Guidance, 2006
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Del Amo SiteDel Amo Site



Figure 1. Site location map.  Revised from AECOM, 2012, Revised Soil Gas 
Survey Addendum Report.











Figure 2. Schematic depiction of the phenomenon of vapor intrusion.  
Reproduced from EPA, 2004, User’s Guide for Evaluating Subsurface Vapor 
Intrusion into Buildings.











Figure 3. Extent of groundwater impacts from Montrose and Del Amo
Superfund Sites. Reproduced from USEPA, 2010, Groundwater Cleanup 
Project at the Montrose and Del Amo Superfund Sites in Los Angeles County, 
CA, Fact Sheet and Notice of Public Meeting











Figure 4. Extent of shallow groundwater impacts from Montrose and Del Amo
Superfund Sites. Reproduced from CH2MHill, 2012, Current Status of Vapor 
Intrusion Assessment.








			1. Introduction


			1.1 Site Description


			1.2 Overview of Vapor Intrusion





			2. Vapor Intrusion Evaluation


			2.1 On-Site Conditions—Del Amo Superfund Site


			2.2 On-Site Conditions—Del Amo Waste Pits


			2.3 On-Site Conditions—Montrose Superfund Site


			2.4  Off-Site Conditions





			3. Conclusions and Recommendations


			4. References








<<

  /ASCII85EncodePages false

  /AllowTransparency false

  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true

  /AutoRotatePages /None

  /Binding /Left

  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)

  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)

  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)

  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)

  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error

  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4

  /CompressObjects /Tags

  /CompressPages true

  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true

  /PassThroughJPEGImages true

  /CreateJobTicket false

  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default

  /DetectBlends true

  /DetectCurves 0.0000

  /ColorConversionStrategy /CMYK

  /DoThumbnails false

  /EmbedAllFonts true

  /EmbedOpenType false

  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true

  /EmbedJobOptions true

  /DSCReportingLevel 0

  /EmitDSCWarnings false

  /EndPage -1

  /ImageMemory 1048576

  /LockDistillerParams false

  /MaxSubsetPct 100

  /Optimize true

  /OPM 1

  /ParseDSCComments true

  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true

  /PreserveCopyPage true

  /PreserveDICMYKValues true

  /PreserveEPSInfo true

  /PreserveFlatness true

  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false

  /PreserveOPIComments true

  /PreserveOverprintSettings true

  /StartPage 1

  /SubsetFonts true

  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply

  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve

  /UsePrologue false

  /ColorSettingsFile ()

  /AlwaysEmbed [ true

  ]

  /NeverEmbed [ true

  ]

  /AntiAliasColorImages false

  /CropColorImages true

  /ColorImageMinResolution 300

  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK

  /DownsampleColorImages true

  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic

  /ColorImageResolution 300

  /ColorImageDepth -1

  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1

  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000

  /EncodeColorImages false

  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode

  /AutoFilterColorImages true

  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG

  /ColorACSImageDict <<

    /QFactor 0.15

    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]

  >>

  /ColorImageDict <<

    /QFactor 0.15

    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]

  >>

  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<

    /TileWidth 256

    /TileHeight 256

    /Quality 30

  >>

  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<

    /TileWidth 256

    /TileHeight 256

    /Quality 30

  >>

  /AntiAliasGrayImages false

  /CropGrayImages true

  /GrayImageMinResolution 300

  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK

  /DownsampleGrayImages true

  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic

  /GrayImageResolution 300

  /GrayImageDepth -1

  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2

  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000

  /EncodeGrayImages true

  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode

  /AutoFilterGrayImages true

  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG

  /GrayACSImageDict <<

    /QFactor 0.15

    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]

  >>

  /GrayImageDict <<

    /QFactor 0.15

    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]

  >>

  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<

    /TileWidth 256

    /TileHeight 256

    /Quality 30

  >>

  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<

    /TileWidth 256

    /TileHeight 256

    /Quality 30

  >>

  /AntiAliasMonoImages false

  /CropMonoImages true

  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200

  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK

  /DownsampleMonoImages true

  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic

  /MonoImageResolution 1200

  /MonoImageDepth -1

  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000

  /EncodeMonoImages true

  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode

  /MonoImageDict <<

    /K -1

  >>

  /AllowPSXObjects false

  /CheckCompliance [

    /None

  ]

  /PDFX1aCheck false

  /PDFX3Check false

  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false

  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true

  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [

    0.00000

    0.00000

    0.00000

    0.00000

  ]

  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true

  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [

    0.00000

    0.00000

    0.00000

    0.00000

  ]

  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()

  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()

  /PDFXOutputCondition ()

  /PDFXRegistryName ()

  /PDFXTrapped /False



  /CreateJDFFile false

  /Description <<



    /BGR <>

    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>

    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>

    /CZE <>

    /DAN <>

    /DEU <>

    /ESP <>

    /ETI <>

    /FRA <>

    /GRE <>



    /HRV (Za stvaranje Adobe PDF dokumenata najpogodnijih za visokokvalitetni ispis prije tiskanja koristite ove postavke.  Stvoreni PDF dokumenti mogu se otvoriti Acrobat i Adobe Reader 5.0 i kasnijim verzijama.)

    /HUN <>

    /ITA <>

    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>

    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>

    /LTH <>

    /LVI <>

    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)

    /NOR <>

    /POL <>

    /PTB <>

    /RUM <>

    /RUS <>

    /SKY <>

    /SLV <>

    /SUO <>

    /SVE <>

    /TUR <>

    /UKR <>

    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)

  >>

  /Namespace [

    (Adobe)

    (Common)

    (1.0)

  ]

  /OtherNamespaces [

    <<

      /AsReaderSpreads false

      /CropImagesToFrames true

      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue

      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false

      /IncludeGuidesGrids false

      /IncludeNonPrinting false

      /IncludeSlug false

      /Namespace [

        (Adobe)

        (InDesign)

        (4.0)

      ]

      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false

      /OmitPlacedEPS false

      /OmitPlacedPDF false

      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy

    >>

    <<

      /AddBleedMarks false

      /AddColorBars false

      /AddCropMarks false

      /AddPageInfo false

      /AddRegMarks false

      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK

      /DestinationProfileName ()

      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK

      /Downsample16BitImages true

      /FlattenerPreset <<

        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution

      >>

      /FormElements false

      /GenerateStructure false

      /IncludeBookmarks false

      /IncludeHyperlinks false

      /IncludeInteractive false

      /IncludeLayers false

      /IncludeProfiles false

      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings

      /Namespace [

        (Adobe)

        (CreativeSuite)

        (2.0)

      ]

      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK

      /PreserveEditing true

      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged

      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile

      /UseDocumentBleed false

    >>

  ]

>> setdistillerparams

<<

  /HWResolution [2400 2400]

  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]

>> setpagedevice









 within a certain ceiling, so I'm just checking in with you about how you would like to
 proceed.
>
> See you tomorrow!
>
> Miranda
>
> ---------- Forwarded message ----------
> From: Ana Vargas <avargas@skeo.com<mailto:avargas@skeo.com>>
> Date: Wed, Jan 21, 2015 at 9:58 AM
> Subject: Draft Summary Notes for January 9th Del Amo/Montrose meeting
> To: Cynthia Babich <pemodog@sbcglobal.net<mailto:pemodog@sbcglobal.net>>,
 "Barton, Dana" <Barton.Dana@epa.gov<mailto:Barton.Dana@epa.gov>>,
 stewart.black@dtsc.ca.gov<mailto:stewart.black@dtsc.ca.gov>,
 Diaz.Alejandro@epamail.epa.gov<mailto:Diaz.Alejandro@epamail.epa.gov>,
 <mailto: >, Florence Gharibian
 <mailto >>,
 barbara.lee@dtsc.ca.gov<mailto:barbara.lee@dtsc.ca.gov>, Phuong Ly
 <ply@wrd.org<mailto:ply@wrd.org>>,
 maurice_lyles@boxer.senate.gov<mailto:maurice_lyles@boxer.senate.gov>,
 Lyons.John@epa.gov<mailto:Lyons.John@epa.gov>,
 <mailto >,
 Manzanilla.Enrique@epa.gov<mailto:Manzanilla.Enrique@epa.gov>,
 yarissa.martinez@epa.gov<mailto:yarissa.martinez@epa.gov>,
 frances.mcchesney@waterboards.ca.gov<mailto:frances.mcchesney@waterboards.ca.gov>,
 <mailto  Markus
 <mniebanck@gmail.com<mailto:mniebanck@gmail.com>>,
 sunger@waterboards.ca.gov<mailto:sunger@waterboards.ca.gov>,
 Sanchez.Yolanda@epamail.epa.gov<mailto:Sanchez.Yolanda@epamail.epa.gov>,
 alsattler@igc.org<mailto:alsattler@igc.org>,
 ssayed@dtsc.ca.gov<mailto:ssayed@dtsc.ca.gov>,
 gsolomon@calepa.ca.gov<mailto:gsolomon@calepa.ca.gov>, frances.spivy-
weber@waterboards.ca.gov<mailto:frances.spivy-weber@waterboards.ca.gov>, "Warren,
 Scott@DTSC" <Scott.Warren@dtsc.ca.gov<mailto:Scott.Warren@dtsc.ca.gov>>, James
 Wells <jwells@everettassociates.net<mailto:jwells@everettassociates.net>>,
 Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov<mailto:Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov>, Cade Williams
 <mailto >>,
 gcope@calepa.ca.gov<mailto:gcope@calepa.ca.gov>,
 Kurt.Souza@waterboards.ca.gov<mailto:Kurt.Souza@waterboards.ca.gov>,
 Ted.Peng@dtsc.ca.gov<mailto:Ted.Peng@dtsc.ca.gov>, leonido-
john.steven@epa.gov<mailto:leonido-john.steven@epa.gov>, Shu-
Fang.Orr@waterboards.ca.gov<mailto:Shu-Fang.Orr@waterboards.ca.gov>,
 John.Scandura@dtsc.ca.gov<mailto:John.Scandura@dtsc.ca.gov>,
 rsenega@dtsc.ca.gov<mailto:rsenega@dtsc.ca.gov>
> Cc: Miranda Maupin <mmaupin@skeo.com<mailto:mmaupin@skeo.com>>, Krissy
 Russell-Hedstrom <krissy@skeo.com<mailto:krissy@skeo.com>>
>
>
> Hello all,
>
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> Thank you for your patience as we finalize the notes for the January 9th Del
 Amo/Montrose meeting. We are currently in the process of fact checking to accurately
 capture the discussions and presentations. Please find attached a draft write-up of the
 summary notes. We will send along the final version once we incorporate the changes from
 the reviewers.
>
> Thank you,
>
> Ana
>
> --
> Ana Vargas, MSW
> Bilingual Environmental Policy Intern
> Skeo Solutions
> [e] avargas@skeo.com<mailto:avargas@skeo.com>
> [p] (434) 975-6700 x248<tel:%28434%29%20975-6700%20x248>
> [m] (661) 609-0931<tel:%28661%29%20609-0931>
>
>
> <TASC TO1 R9-Del Amo-Montrose DAAC Meeting DRAFT.doc>
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